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Current Topics. 
The Land Transfer Commission’s Invitation. 


ATTENTION HAS been called in Parliament to the somewhat 
singular notice recently issued by the Land Transfer Commis- 
sion, and printed in the Zimes of the 10th inst. The notice was 
to the effect that evidence in favour of the extension of the 
system of compulsory registration had -been given before the 
Commission by the officials of the Land Registry, but that very 
little such evidence had been offered from any other quarter, either 
by private persons interested in land or by representative public 
bodies, and further evidence was invited. It is a little difficult 
to guess what the object of the notice was, for the Commission 
must have known perfectly well that had any unofficial evidence 
been forthcoming, the Land Registry officials would have 
heard of it, and would have made sure that it was duly presented. 
Practically the issue of the notice amounts to a statement that 
no independent case for the extension of compulsory eres has 
been made before the Commission, and the public are left to specu- 
late as to the effect which this circumstance will have on the report. 
The Prime Minister, in answer to a question on the subject last 
Monday, cautiously avoided drawing the only natural conclusion, 
and said that, until the response to the notice was known, and the 
Commission had issued its report, it would be irregular and 
premature to draw deductions as to the weight and tendency of the 
evidence presented to the Commission. m the official point 
of view, clearly this is so ; but when a Commission goes out of its 
way to invite further evidence on one side of a question, the 
unofficial view is likely to be that the existing evidence on that 
side is insufficient. 


The Proposed Divorce Inquiry. 

THE INTIMATION that the Government propose an inquiry into 
the expediency of conferring jurisdiction in divorce on the 
county courts, and possibly into the whole question of the work- 
ing of the divorce laws, shews that the debate on Lord 
GORELL's motion in the House of Lords has not been unfruitful. 
The reason put forward for an extension of the jurisdiction is 
very difficult to meet by direct argument. It is that expense 
prevents many people from resorting to the divorce court who 
would have a right to relief there. ‘“ Without doubt,” it was 
said in the recent County Court Report, ‘there is a practical 
denial of justice in this matter to ee of people, and these 





are people who belong to ranks in life in which the relief to be 
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claimed under the Divorce Acts is probably more necessary than 
in ranks above them.” And this condition of things has been 
aggravated by the practice of granting separation orders under 
the Summary Jurisdiction (Married Women) Act, 1895. The 
argument on the other side appears to be based ona general 
objection to facilitating divorce, for it can hardly be said that 
selected county courts are improper tribunals to exercise the 
jurisdiction. The Archbishop of Canterbury, indeed, thinks that 
an appearance in the county court smacks too much of the 
humorous to make that an appropriate tribunal. He has not 
realized that county court judges and registrars are in constant 
touch with the actualities of life, and the conduct of business in 
these courts is as serious as in courts with greater social and 
official prestige. But it is needless at present to pursue the 
subject. After so clear a statement that there is in divorce one 
law for the rich and another for the poor, the subject could 
hardly be dropped, and the proposed committee is the natural 
and proper cutcome of the recent debate. 


The Right of Appeal under the Finance Bill. 

WE PRINT elsewhere a report which has been issued by the 
General Council of the Bar on appeals from the Inland Revenue 
Commissioners under the Land Taxes Clauses of the Finance 
Bill. It has been generally recognized that the Bill, as introduced, 
gave far too much power to the commissioners and to referees 
appointed by the Government, and it is unlikely that its original 
provisions in this respect will be passed unaltered. But the 
report very carefully calls attention to their exact nature, and 
defines the extent to which they require amendment. Under 
the Bill the decision of the commissioners is in some matters final ; 
where an appeal is given it is to referees, and the appellant can 
only obtain a judicial decision where the referee thinks fit to state 
a case on a point of law; and the Bill contains no provision 
entitling the person interested in the decision of the commissioners 
to appear before the referees, either in person, or by counsel, or 
by a solicitor. It can hardly be doubted that the proposals con- 
tained in the land tax clauses, if they become law, will be pro- 
ductive, beyond all recent legislation, of contentious matter, and 
it is important that appellants should have a right to a judicial 
decision, and should, if the hearing before a referee is retained, 
be entitled to legal assistance. The tendency of the revenue 
authorities in recent times has been to strain the Jaw against the 
taxpayer, and this is a tendency that is likely to be emphasized 
unless proper safeguards are introduced into the Bill. The report 
of the Renal Council of the Bar lays stress on the impropriety 
of the taxing authority or its nominees becoming the sole 
authority to determine the amount of the taxes and the principles 
upon which they are to be levied, and urges that the Bill should be 
amended by removing the restrictions on the right of appeal 
against the decision 4 the commissioners, and by providing that 
there shall in all cases be an appeal to the High Court, or in cases 
where the amount is small, to the county court, instead of to a 
referee. It also points out that if the referees are retained, the 
taxpayer is very unlikely to be allowed the benefit of legal assis- 
tance before them unless provision for this is expressly made b 
the Bill, and recommends that every person interested should be 
entitled as of right to be heard before the referee in the same 
manner as in a court of justice. Considering the number of im- 
portant concessions which have been already made by the Govern- 
ment, it is not too much to hope that they will be open to reason 
on these points also. 


The Elasticity of the Criminal Law. 


THE RECENT case of Ler v. Solomons in the Court of 
Criminal Appeal is interesting as an example of how the law has 
to be adapted, with the help of the judges, to modern inven- 
tions and discoveries. The prisoner was the driver of a London 





taxi-cab, who, by neglecting to lower the flag of the taximeter 
when he took up a fare, prevented the machinery from regis- 
tering the amount earned. He was indicted under 24 & 25! 
Vict. c. 96, s.1, with falsifying accounts with intent to defraud. 
That section applies, however, only to a person in the position 
of a “clerk, officer, or servant ” to the person defrauded, and two 
irteresting points were raised on the appeal—first, was the — 


prisoner a “ servant,” and, secondly, did he falsify an “ account” 
Now, as to the first question, the evidence shewed that a 
driver who took out a cab from the prosecuting company’s pre. 
mises made no specific contract of service, but undertook at the 
end of the day to hand over three-quarters of the earnings of 
the cab to the company, and to keep one quarter for himself, 
and to observe a number of regulations. The court had no 
difficulty in arriving at the conclusion that he was the 
servant of the company, and not a mere hirer of the cab 
to use as he pleased. It is curious to consider what a 
contrary decision would have implied. It cer‘ainly would 
have had the effect of barring all such drivers from the benefits 
of the Workmen’s Compensation Act—a result which might be 
acceptable to the company, but would hardly be so to the men 
who follow a somewhat dangerous calling. The second point 
also was decided by the court adversely to the prisoner. It was 
held that there was evidence on which he was properly convicted 
of falsifying an account: that the taximeter itself was an account, 
and that intentionally neglecting to put it into operation on 
taking up a fare was falsifying an account within the meaning 
of the Act. Such a decision—which is, no doubt, absolutely 
sound—would probably have greatly astonished the gentlemen 
who drafted the Act in 1861. They never contemplated that a 
machine could be an account ; 2 paper writing alone would be so 
described by them. But of recent years there have been invented 
a large number of mechanical contrivances for counting money, 
for indicating the time at which workmen commence and leave 
off work, and other such purposes. It certainly would be a very 
serious thing if a servant did not bring himself within the 
criminal law by tampering with a contrivance used to shew the 
amount of his earnings with the intention of defrauding his 
employers. After all, when interpreted with common sense, our 
criminal law is very elastic. 


Committal for Perjury under the Crirninal Law 
Procedure Act, 1851. 


SECTION 19 of the Criminal Law Procedure Act, 1851, enacts in 
plain terms that “it shall be lawful for . . any justices of the 
peace, recorder or deputy recorder, chairman or other 
judge holding any general or quarter sessions of the peace 

in case it shall appear to him or them that any person has 
been guilty of wilful and corrupt perjury in any evidence given 
before him or them, to direct such person to be prosecuted for 
such perjury, in case there shall appear to him or them a reason- 
able cause for such prosecution, and to commit such person 80 
directed to be prosecuted, unless he enters into recognizance to 
appear and take his trial, and to bind any person he or they may 
think fit to give evidence.” No depositions are requisite where a 
prosecution is thus directed. The reason for this law was no 
doubt the prevalence of perjury, and in the opinion of many 
persons of large experience, there is little or no diminution of 
perjury in our courts. Why then should there be a strong dig 
inclination to put the enactment which we have quoted into oper 
tion? The licensee of a public-house was recently summoned for 
allowing his premises to be used for the purposes of betting. 
Evidence in support of the summons was given by an inspector 
and two constables who had visited the house in plain clothes. 
Their evidence was contradicted upon oath by the defendant. 
Sir W. Gitpert, who presided at the hearing, held that the 
charge was proved ; convicted the defendant and committed him 
for trial at the Old Bailey for perjury. But there was & 
vehement protest. The counsel for the defendant, in fifty years 
experience, had not known of such a thing being done. Sir W. 
GILBERT reconsidered his decision, and announced that he should 
content himself with making a report to the Public Prosecutor 
that the case was a fit one for prosecution. Those who practised 
before HAWKINS, J. (afterwards Lord BRAMPTON) can remember 
that that learned judge never shrank from putting the enactment 
into operation. But there seems to be a general impression that 
the prisener, after such a committal, goes to trial with a 
of a pre-judgment of the case, and that the jury may not wel 
the evidence with the care which they would exercise in af 
ordinary case. We have even heard criminal practitioner 


express their opinion that the judge at a trial ought not to refer 
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to the calendar so as to become acquainted with the past history 
These views appear to savour of exaggeration. 


of the prisoner. 


Webb v. Outrim in Canada. 


THe CASE of Webb v. Outrim (1907, A. C. 81) has been discussed 
on several occasions in our columns: see, for instance, 51 
SoLIcITORS’ JOURNAL 111, 52 Soricirors’ JoURNAL 295. The 
several States in Australia claimed the right to tax the income of 
federal officers, and this the High Court of Australia held the 
States had no right todo. The Judicial Committee, on the other 
hand, disapproved of the High Court’s decision on this point, and 
held that federal officers’ salaries were taxable under State legis- 
lation. The High Court have refused to follow the Judicial Com- 
mittee’s decision, and there the matter rests, although the exact 
point as to the States’ powers of taxation has been settled by 
Commonwealth legislation. The unfortunate controversy between 
the Privy Council and the High Court of Australia subsequently 
found a distant echo in Canada. Although the question of the 
States’ right to tax federal officers’ incomes came before the 
High Court of Australia within five years of the creation of the 
Commonwealth, it was not until last year that the same point 
was decided by the Supreme Court of Canada—that is, since the 
decision in Webb v. Outrim: see Abbott v. City of St. John (40 Can. 
§. C. R. 597). The liability of the officers of the Dominion 
Government to be assessed to income tax in respect of their official 
salaries by virtue of provincial legislation has been the subject of 
some fifteen decisions in the provincial courts, and these courts 
have hitherto consistently held that the federal officers are not 
liable to be taxed under provincial legislation. Recently, how- 
ever, it has been held by the Supreme Court of the Province of 
New Brunswick that the previous decisions of the provincial 
courts have been in effect overruled by the decision of the Privy 
Council in Webb v. Outrim, and that the provincial legislation as 
to income tax does include the case of the Dominion Government 
officers. From this decision an appeal has now, for the first time, 
been taken on this point to the Supreme Court of Canada, with 
the result that the latest decision of the New Brunswick court 
was upheld, and the law laid down, in effect, as in the Judicial 
Committee’s decision in Webb v. Outrim. Thus, the unfortunate 
difference between the Judicial Committee and the High Court 
of Australia was in a manner revived and accentuated by 
the Supreme Court of Canada following Webb v. Outrim. 


The Settlement of the Difference. 


In viEw of the difficulties that have arisen between the Judi- 
cial Committee of the Privy Council and the High Court of Aus- 
tralia, by reason of the extraordinary results of the case of Webb 
v. Uutrim (the echoes of which will again be awakened by the 
coming discussion of the South AfricaConstitution Bill),a Canadian 
ease before the Judicial Committee last week is of great interest : 
see Burrord Power Company v. Rex (Time:, July 12th). This 
case was a petition for special leave to appeal from a decision of 
the Exchequer Court of Canada. Certain lands in British 
Columbia had been granted by the Government of British 
Columbia to the Dominion Government of Canada for the con- 
struction of railways. Subsequently, certain water rights within 
these same lands had been granted to the petitioning company 
under the authority of a British Columbia statute. The Dominion 
authorities alleged that this grant of water right was inva'id, 
and the Attorney-General of Canada took proceedings in the 
Exchequer Court of Canada against the company. Judgment 
was given against the company, and from that decision the 
company desired to appeal to the Privy Council. As in 
the case of the Australian courts, there are alternative 
rights of appeal—either to the Supreme Court of Canada 
or to the King in Council. It was this singular double 
right of appeal that caused the difficulty in Webb v. Outrim, 
and may possibly cause similar difficulties in the future, both for 
Canada and Australia. The Judicial Committee have, on the 
resent occasion, taken a course which it is believed has not 

en taken before, and have created a valuable precedent, which 
might have prevented the troublesome situation in Webd v. 
Outrim had it then been adopted. Seeing that the petitioners might 
if they chose have appealed to the Supreme Court of Canada, 


the Judicial Committee have dismissed the petition, with the 
intimation that an appeal should first be taken to the Supreme 
Court of Canada. A farther appeal is of course quite possible, 
but any unseemly conflict between the Canadian court and the 
Judicial Committee is thus made impossible. The plan of 
declining to hear an appeal over the head of the Canadian 
federal court is an eminently business-like and satisfactory one. 
The Exchequer Court of Canada is not a provincial, but a federal 
court ; nevertheless there is no reason why precisely the same 
practice should not be adopted where it is desired to appeal from 
the Supreme Court of a Province or (in Australia) a State. 
Different considerations might well apply where there is actual 
and direct litigation between the Dominion Government and a 
Provincial Government. In such a case the Privy Council might 
be held the best arbiter between these ‘authorities, as being free 
from local influence. 


Courts-martial in France. 

A CASE which has recently been tried before a court-martial 
at Versailles is a remarkable illustration of the difference in the 
laws and institutions of two nations who are separated from each 
other by a journey occupying little more than an hour. PMIOL, 
a private soldier acting as orderly for Captain BRIARD, was 
charged with attempting to murder the eldest daughter of the 
captain, a girl nineteen years old. The prisoner, a young man of 
sullen and vindictive temperament, lodged in the same house with 
the captain, who was a widower, and, according to his own story, 
had formed an attachment for the young lady, though he did not 
pretend that she had given him the slightest encouragement. 
Having spoken to her more than once in a rude and offensive 
manner, she compliined to her father, who reprimanded the man 
severely and threatened to send him back to sis regiment at 
Toulouse. The man was enraged at this reproof, and during 





the absence of the captain fired five shots from a revolver 
at his daughter, severely wounding her. In England he 
would have been put on his trial before judge and jury in the 
same manner as an ordinary criminal, but in France the case 
was determined by a court-martial, presided over by Colonel 
Bercer. This is in pursuance of the Law of 1857, by which 
military tribunals or courts-martial are constituted for the 
trial of all offences committed by soldiers or persons in the 
category of soldiers. There is a court for each military division, 
consisting of a president and judges of a rank at least equal to 
that of the accused. The report of the trial bears a strong 
resemblance to that of similar cases in the Court of Assizes. 
The prisoner was interrogated by the president and could offer 
no defence. He was found guilty, buc as usual with “extenu- 
ating circumstances,” and was sentenced to ten years’ penal 
servitude—a sentence much lighter than he would have received 
in this country, which would scarcely submit to so ¢xtraordinary 
a jurisdiction as that exercised by the French court. 


A Lessor's Covenant to Pay Rates and Taxes. 


IN THE recent case of Salaman v. Holford (1909, 2 Ch. 64) 
NEVILLE, J., put a limit on the rule of construction which has 
been applied to a covenant in a lease binding the lessor to pay 
all taxes in respect of the demised premises. It has been con- 
sidered that such a covenant only applies to the premises 
as represented by the rent reserved to the Jandlord.. Thus 
where a ground-rent is reserved, he pays the taxes in respect of 
the value of the premises represented by the ground-rent—or the 
site value, as we shall soon be calling it ; not in respect of the 
value of buildings erected on the land for which an improved rent 
has been obtained. This construction of the covenant has been 
adopted contrary to the literal meaning of the words, but in order 
to prevent obvious injustice to the lessor. “The landlord,” it 
was said in Watson v. Home (7 B. & C. 285), “ must pay that pro- 
portion of the taxes which would have been payable by the tenant 
if the premises had remained in their original state.” And this 
construction was recently adopted by the Court of Appeal in 
Mansfield v. Relf (1908, 1 K. B. 71). But in these cases there was 
an actual addition to the premises leading to a substantial 





increase in the value, and the rent originally reserved was 
not a return for the premises in their improved state, In the 
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present case of Salaman v. Holford there had been no change in 
the premises, which had been let at what was intended to be 
arack-rent. The lessee, however, was able to sub-let various 

rts at profit rentals, and this he did with the consent of the 
a The profit rentals were the cause of an increased assess 
ment of the premises, and the lessor, who had covenanted to pay 
rates and taxes, sought to throw the increased burden on the 
lessee. NEVILLE, J., considered, however, that to such a state of 
things the principle of the above cases did not apply, and he held 
the lessor liable to pay the increased rates and taxes in accord- 
ance with the words of his covenant. 


An Ambiguous Clause. 

A DECISION by Bray, J.,on the 18th of February, in the case of 
Rosin and Turpentine Import Co.v. B. Jacobs & Sons,on the construc- 
tion of a mercantile document, though possibly of little value as a 
precedent, is by no means without interest. The defendants 
were lightermen, and the action was brought for breach of con- 
tract in the conveyance of goods on their lighter. The defence 
was founded upon the following clause printed upon their 
invoices and memoranda: ‘The rates charged by B. Jacobs & 
Sons are for conveyance only, and every reasonable precaution 
is taken for the safety of goods whilst in craft ; they will not be 
liable for any loss or damage, including negligence, which can be 
covered by insurance, and the shipper in taking out the policy 
should effect same ‘without recourse to lighterman,’ as B. 
Jacobs & Sons do not accept responsibility for ‘insurable 
risks.’” The question was, whether this clause exempted 
the defendants from liability for negligence. The learned judge, 
after findiag that upon the facts negligence was proved, 
examined the possible constructions of the clause. One 
was “Every reasonable precaution is taken for the safety 
of the goods whilst in craft, but notwithstanding this the 
defendants will not be liable for any loss or damage, including 
negligence, which can be covered by insurance.” This, however, 
required the insertion of the words “ but notwithstanding this,” 
which could not be done. Another construction was that every 
“reasonable precaution would be taken by the defendants, but 
that they should be exempted from liability for the negligence 
of everyone except themselves.” Having regard to the ambiguity 
of the document, the learned judge thought that it might bear 
the construction that the defendants would warrant that every 
reasonable precaution should be taken, and that they would be 
liable if it were not taken, and they must accordingly be held to 
be liable. The decision follows the rule that the words of 
writings are to be understood in the sense most burdensome to 
the person who has had them drawn up or put them in use. 


Rent Falling Due on Sunday. 

IN THE case of Child v. Edwards Mr. Justice RIDLEY, sitting 
without a jury, has just given a decision of general importance 
with which we are not wholly satisfied. It appeared that the 
defendant let a house in Camberwell to the plaintiff for one year 
from the 24th of June, 1908, at a yearly rent of £50 to be paid by 
equal monthly payments of £4 3s. 4d., the first payment to be 


rent was in arrear? We think not. Sunday is not generally 
considered as a legal day for the performance of contracts and 
ordinary secular business, and where a man has contracted to pay 
money on a particular day of the month, and that day happens 
to fall on Sunday, we think that, according to common under. 
standing, he would not be expected to search for his creditor 
till the following Monday. The reasonable construction of the 
contract would, therefore, be that the day of performance was 
postponed till the following day. We believe that there are 
decisions of the American courts in accordance with this view, 
but it has not hitherto been fully considered by the English 
judges. 


‘“Handing Down’”’ the Judgment of the Court. 
THE Court of Appeal in which VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J., is 
president, lags perceptibly in the conduct of its business, and 
opinions vary as to the causes of the delay. Upon one matter, 
however, there can be little controversy—the length of the judg- 
ments and the time occupied in their delivery. A sitting of the 
court does not last more than five hours, and to take one of these 
hours for the delivery of a dissentient judgment is wholly incon- 
sistent with anything in the nature of dispatch. The judgments 
of several members of the Court of Appeal, when contrasted 
with the opinions delivered by the House of Lords, appear to be 
unnecessarily long and discursive. It is perhaps too much to 
expect that the learned Lords Justices will follow the example of 
those who form part of the ultimate tribunal in this country, 
but it has occurred to us that much time might be saved if the 
American practice of “handing down,” instead of delivering, a 
judgment were adopted. The eminent counsel engaged in an 
important appeal are often unable to be present when 
judgment is delivered, and this judgment often requires a careful 
perusal before it can be fully appreciated. We have some doubt 
whether such a change would obtain the approbation of the bench, 


| who may think that the oral delivery of a judgment conduces to 


the dignity ofthe court. But this view of the matter will not be 
generally accepted, and we should be glad if the American prac- 
tice with regard to the delivery of judgments were one of the 
subjects of inquiry by the committee appointed to consider the 
arrangements of the English courts. 


The Carrying of Revolvers. 


THE Lancet, on the occasion of the terrible tragedy at the Im- 
perial Institute on the night of the 1st of July, refers to the pro- 
miscuous carrying of revolvers and to the numerous deaths and 
injuries, both criminal and accidental, even in the British Isles, 
which are due to this improper practice. DHINGKA, says the 
writer, went to the “At Home” of the National Indian Association 
armed with two loaded revolvers, and legally (having a licence) he 
had as much right to do so as he had to carry a watch, a pencil 
case, and spectacles. If he had neglected to comply with the one 
restriction imposed. by law, and had not provided himself with a 
licence, he could have put himself in the right with but little 
trouble and by the expenditure of half-a-sovereign. If we leave 
out of the question the naval and military service, a pistol is of 


July 24, 1909. | 





made on the 24th of July. On the 24th of January, 1909 | NO use except to a man desiring either to perpetrate a crime oF 
(which was a Sunday), a month expired, and no_ rent | to protect himself or others against one, and we do not believe 
was paid. On the next day, Monday, the defendant levied | that the acquiescence of the law in the possession of lethal 
a distress. In an action for damages for wrongful distress, it | weapons by any person, of whatever character or antecedents, is 
was contended for the defendant that there was nothing illegal | necessary or right, though we consider that the arming of our 
in a man’s agreeing to pay his debts on Sunday, and that this was | police with revolvers could be defended. He goes on to suggest 
what the plaintiff had agreed to do. Sunday was only made a @ heavy duty on revolvers, except those employed in naval, mili- 
dies nom for certain purposes by statute. For the plaintiff it was | tary, or police service, and the imposition of a penalty on any 
contended that Sunday was a dies non at common law (a propo- | person found guilty of carrying a revolver in any place, public 
sition which appears to us to be scarcely tenable), and that the | °T private, not in the occupation of the person carrying it, unless a 
Sunday Observance Act, 1677, was simply declaratory of the | reasonable explanation'were forthcoming. W@«cordially agree with 
common law. The learned judge held that there was nothing in | the substance of this article, and hope that the ill-drawn Pistols 
the common or statute law to make the payment of rent on Sunday | Act may shortly be supplemented by legislation of a more practical 
illegal ; that it accordingly became due on that day ; and that | character. 


the distress on Monday was a valid distress. We need not 
incumber the question with the fact that the landlord resorted 
to the harsh remedy of distress, but will assume that he had 
issued a writ to recover his debt as soon as the courts opened on 
Monday. Would there in such a case be sufficient proof that the 


New Trustee Investment. 


IT WILL be seen from the notice we publish elsewhere that 
Gold Coast Government 34 per cent. Inscribed Stock (1934-59) 
has been added to the Colonial Stocks eligible for investment 
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nerally of trust funds, subject to the restrictions contained in section 2| and the reversionary leases, and it is settled that reversionary 
ts and (2) of the Trustee Act, 1893. leases, until entry under them, confer only an interesse termine 
to pay —that is, a right and not an estate: Doe v. Walker (5B. &C., 
appens The Vacation Judge. p. 118); Lewis v. Baker (1905, ¥ a 46) ; and ~ fe we 
under. ; ; 5 i j case practical effect was given to this doctrine by holding 
editor Ir WILL be observed from tke notice we print elsewhere that Mr an dated athe. hadt sudasich ow (omen tes el alee a 


Justice HamiLTon will be Vacation Judge during the first half of 


the Long Vacation had, for want of a reversion, no right of distress, notwithstanding 


that he had an agreement for a reversionary lease. Even 
assuming this agreement to be equivalent to an actual rever- 
sionary lease, it did not enlarge his original term In the present 


gla The Licences Compensation Charge case the reversionary leases had been actually granted, but the 


inglish ee" 
1 interposition of the single day between the original and the 
and U nexp ired Terms. reversionary terms prevented their union, and strictly, therefore, 


of the 
6 Was 
ré are 








L 


Tus provision in the Licensing Act, 1904, under which a | the “unexpired term” was confined to the residue of the original 








uJ, is ant who pays the compensation charge is enabled to deduct a| term. os a: 
s, and itis pec 0 ct from his rent, has yr rise to a good many But A. T. Lawrence, J., while admitting that this view would 
natter, dificult questions. When licensed premises are subject to a | be correct in the case of a statute dealing with real property or 
) judg. series of leasehold interests carved successively out of the fee and | its incidents, declined to apply so technical a construction to a 
of the the preceding terms, it is frequently a troublesome matter to statute dealing with licences. The provision in question, it may 
' these adjust the various deductions as between the different persons be noticed, does not impose the tax, in which case it would have 
INCOR: entitled to the receipt of rent, especially where the leases, or some | to be construed strictly ; but directs how a tax, already imposed, 
ments of them, include other property. But a problem of a new kind | 18 to be borne as between different persons. And, in the opinion 
rasted was presented last week by Lord Llangattock v. Watney. | of the learned judge, the expression “unexpired term” meant the 
to be (o. (reported elsewhere), before A. T. Lawrence, J.—namely,.| period of time during which the person who originally paid the 
ich to whether, in calculating an “unexpired term,” regard must be charge had the power to occupy the premises, and so to enjoy 
ple of paid only to the term actually vested in the lessee, or whether he the benefits of the licence. He pointed out that in the body of the 
untry, must be debited, so to speak, with any further reversionary term | Act the phrase “person interested in the licensed premises ” 
if the to which he is entitled. wag used, and he considered that the defendants were persons §0 
ing, a In that case a lease of a public-house—The Queen, Camber- | interested for the period of the present and the reversionary 
In an well—had been granted by the plaintiff for a term expiring in leases. In other words, he did not allow the conveyancing device 
when the present year at a rent of £80; and a lease of another public- of interposing a nominal interval between the two leases to 
areful house—The Roebuck, Walworth—for a term expiring in 1917 | exempt the defendants from bearing the burden which the scheme 
doubt at arent of £100. Both these leases became vested in the defen- | Of the statute imposed upon them; an equitable construction 
ench, dants, and they also, on payment of premiums, obtained rever- | doubtless, but when a popular meaning is given to technical 
ces to sionary leases of both houses at the same rents for terms which | terms the result sometimes has a tendency to create uncertainty. 
not be commenced a day after the expiration of the old leases, and 
prac- were both to determine in 1935. In 1908 a compensation charge ° ° 
of - of £30 was imposed in respect of The jo and of £40 The Duties Affecting Land under 
or the in respect of The Roebuck. Section 3 of the Licensing Act, ns “ 
1904, authorizes a licence-holder who pays a charge ose the the Finance Bill, 1909. 
section, and also any person from whose rent a deduction is ‘VII. 
made in respect of the payment of such a charge, to make the APPEALS 
e Im- deductions from rent which are set out in the second schedule. y 
@ pro- This schedule makes the amount of the deduction vary with the (Concluded from p. 668.) 
s and length of the unexpired term. Thus a person “whose unex-| Clause 22 provides that— 
Isles, pired term” does not exceed one year may deduct the whole (1) Except as expressly provided in this Part of this Act any 
8 pe eet of the charge; if it does not exceed two years he may person ot — —— rr and = — le 
lation uct 88 per cent., and so on; until, when t! xpi as meg be peeve Fee ee Oe ae een oe ee 
ce) he is sixty ett nel he can only deduct 1 per antag ‘ be uae come ths Soh, Sataenienta by Rn opens the total 
] eae d ’ c value or site value of any land; and against the amount of any 
penel terms no deduction is allowed. But the amount deducted is not assessment of duty under this Part of this Act; and against a 
1e - to age half the rent. — of the ye mane pen oe — an a or to — 
vith a uch being the mode of deduction, it was material in the pre- e allowance claimed, where tae Vommissioners have power 
little sent case to ietareities whether the defendants were to be nod no pele ee a I peg eget « Py . wagon Fone sone ae 
leave ss holding only for the a he aed agit he ; apportionment of the value of land or of the co aie Part of ch, 
: s holding only for the unexpired terms of the original leases ; transfer or lease made by the Commissioners under this Part of th 
| is of that is, as regards The Queen, till the present year, and as regards Act; and against the determination of any other matter which the 
me or The Roebuck, till 1917; or whether the reversionary terms were Commiasioners are to determine or may determine under this Part of 
elieve to be brought into account, so that the defendants’ terms would ptietties." 
lethal hot expire till 1935. On the former supposition the unexpired (a) an appeal shall not lie against the determination by the Com- 
nts, is term in The Queen exceeded one year, but did not exceed two missioners of the total or site value of any land where a 
of our years, and 88 per cent. of the charge, or £26 8s., could be return of the value of the land has not been made by the 
iggest deducted; and in The Roebuck it exceeded nine yeat but. did owaes 0 pean ee oe eee 
nili- not exceed ten years,. and, accor ling t the scale, 45 . 2 0) Ce en ee ee ee a wy ed 
e £18 y », and, ¢ ding to the scale, 45 per cent., or means of an appeal against the determination by the n- 
n any 18, could be deducted. On the latter supposition the unex- missioners of that value where there is an appeal under this 
public pired term in each case exceeded twenty-five years, but did not Act, and shall not be questioned in any case on an appeal 
less & exceed thirty years, and only 7 per cent. of the compensation pe gree ve —, ST a wite ferred to such of 
e with charge could be deducted—namely, £2 2s. for The Queen and Oa cane . "thi poem 


i stols 


wctical 


£2 8s. for The Roebuck. 

As in other similar cases, the sums involved are small, and this 
probably explains why more have not come before the courts; 
but the questions of law involved are frequently more troublesome 
; n the arithmetic, and in the present case the decision 
Cepended on the effect which was to be given to the expression 

unexpired term.” In fact, the defendants had two interests in 


each of the houses, the unexpired residues of the original terms, | 





the referees appointed under this Part of this Act as may be 

provided by any special or general directions of the , and 

a donee of the referee to whom the appeal is so referred shall be 
nal, 

(3) If any question of law arises in the course of an appeal under 
this section, the referee may, if he thinks fit, state the question in 
the form of a special case for the opinion of the High Court, and the 
case so stated 1 be submitted for decision to the Court in such 
summary manner as subject to any rules of court may be directed 
the Court, and the Court after hearing such jes, and taking su 
evidence (if any) as it thinks just, decide the question 
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Though we do not suppose that the Treasury would refuse 
to appoint a man as referee merely because on one occasion he 
had decided against them, it is probable that if he babitually 
made decisions against the claim of the Crown he would incur 
the risk of not being appointed a referee in the future. 

Students of legal history will remember the marked effeet 
produced by rendering the judges irremovable. During the 
Stuart dynasty they were 1:emovable at the pleasure of the 
Crown, and many of the tria’s for sedition or high treason shew 
that they did all that they could to obtain a conviction. But 
when, shortly after the Revolution, judges were made irremovable, 
they endeavoured to give a prisoner a fair trial. Some of our 
readers will consider the comparison we are making to be absurd ; 
but it is a matter of everyday observation that it is not safe to 
rely on the judgment of a man who hes an interest in the giving 
his decision in one way rather than in another. 

We consider it a very serious hardship that the appeal from 
a decision of the Civil Service Commissioners is to be made only 
to a nominee of the Crown. Wecan with some pride regard the 
Civil Service in this country ; as a rule civil servants perform 
their duties very well, and during the last fifty years there has, 
we believe, been only one case of serious misconduct, but we feel 
that the mere fact of an appeal to a court of Jaw being allowed 
under the existing law tends to make the Commissioners act with 


prudence, and that when the appeal is taken away cases of | 


Injustice will occur. 
SUGGESTIONS. 

We do not intend to discuss the question whether the 
imposition of increment value duty is or is not expedient, but 
we must say that, supposing it is right to impose it, the 
provisions of the Bill will cause great hardship for the reasons 
already, pointed out, viz., that— 

(1) Every landowner will be forced to send to the 
Commissioners a valuation of his property and to incur the costs 
of valuation. 

(2) The Commissioners, can assess the landowner’s property 
at whatever amount they think fit, and if they make a mistake, 
the landowner has no remedy against them except by having the 
question referred to a nominee of the Crown; he has not the 
protection of the law. 





of which twenty-one years are unexpired to C., who has granted 
a lease of which seven years are unexpired to D. 

Then, taking interest at the rate of 3 per cent., and assuming 
that the increment of site value is £1, the value of the interests 
of the several owners in the increment, will be as follows: 
A :0699, B -4674, C ‘2757, and D ‘1869; and __ justice 
will be done if each of these persons pays duty on the part of 
the increment which belongs to him, without reference to how 
the other persons deal with their property, and as he will find 
from his own title deeds what duty bas been paid on that 
interest, he will have the deed stamped without having it 
adjudicated. 

(4) The duty should be payable at fixed periods, say, every 
five years, instead of on dealings with the property or on death. 

We may add that if this scheme is adopted, and it is deter. 
mined (as hinted at by the Chancellor of the Exchequer) that 
increment duty is not to be paid in the case of agricultural land 
under a certain value, considerable expense in valuations will be 
saved, as the Commissioners may direct that in certain areas no 
valuation is to be made of agricultural land, 

In conclusion, we must repeat that, whatever may be the 
merits of the Bill as regards the imposition of new taxes, the 
provisions which render the decisions of nominees of the Crown 
conclusive, and deprive the subject of the protection of a court 
of law, are most oppressive.* H. W. E. 








The Rule in Whitby v. Mitchell. 
II. 


(Concluded from p. 669.) 


Ir we are content to adopt the views of Mr. FEARNE, which we stated 
last week, and to treat the rulein Whitby v. Mitchel/ as an illustration 
of the doctrine prohibiting the creation of unbarrable entails, the rest 
of the journey iseasy. For in the Duke of Norfolk's case (Duke of Nor- 
folk v. Howard, 1683, 1 Vern. 164) Sir Francis Norra said, “If in 
equity you could come nearer toa perpetuity than the rules of common 
Jaw would admit, all men, being desirous to continue their estates in 
their families, would settle their estates by way of trust, which might, 
indeed, make well for the jurisdiction of Chancery, but would be 
destructive to the Commonwealth.” Reading “perpetuity ” in this 


(3) The time when the duty is to be collected is when the | passage by the light of Lord NorrincHaw’s definition of the word 


owner sells—that is to say, when he wants money ; and as that 
eminent writer on Political Economy, J. S. MILL, points out, this 
is not the time when a duty should be levied on land. 

(4) The amount of duty payable on the occasion of any 
dealing with land is entirely at the option of the Commissioners. 

(5) The stamp on all instruments dealing with land, with 
certain exceptions, has to be adjudicated—a provision that will 
occasion expense and delay. 

Owing to the provisions of clause 3, no man who deals with 
land in which another person has an interest will know what 
duty he has to pay, as it will depend upon the amount of duty, if 
any, paid by that other person. It is hardly possible to conceive 
of a more mischievous manner of asse+sing duty. 

All these difficulties and hardships might be avoided in the 
manner following : 

(1) Let the original» and -every quinquennial valuation, be 
made by and at the expense of Government, with a right to the 
landowner to appeal to a court of law if he thinks he has been 
assessed incorrectly. 

(2) Let the site value as determined on the original or any 
ven quinquennial valuation be for the purposes of the Bill 

eemed to remain constant during the next five years, and the 
result will be that there will be no difficulty in knowing the 
amount of duty at any time. 

(3) Instead of making the duty payable on dealing with 
any interest in the land depend upon the duty paid by persons 
having other interests in the land, let the duty payable in respect 
of each interest be payable in respect of that interest alone 
without regard to the duty payable on the other interests on the 
land. An example will make this more clear : 

Let at any time A. be the freeholder, subject to a lease, of 
which ninety years are unexpired, to B., who has granted a lease 





in the same case (cited supra)—that is to say, if we substitute for 
“ perpetuity” the words “ unbarrable entail ”—we have here a clear 
statement that equity follows the law in forbidding the limitation of 
land to unborn generations in succession as purchasers. This 
principle was followed in Humberston v. Humberston, in Main- 
waring v. Baxter (5 Ves. 457) and in Monypenny v. Dering (2 D. M. 
& G.170). The doctrine is indeed clearly stated by Mr. FEARNE 
himself in the passage cited last week, for he says that the rule applies 
to *‘ any limitation in future,” and he cites in support of it the case 
of Humberston v. Humberston, where the limitations were equitable. 

On a question of this kind the authority of Mr. FEARNE is s0 
great as to be almost conclusive, and it is therefore important to see 
whether there is anything in his writings to confirm or contradict the 
deductions which I have ventured to draw from the passage in his 
work on Contingent Remainders already quoted. Negative confirm- 
ation is to be found in his Posthumous Works (p. 215), where he 
states the rule in Whitby v. Mitchell, and refers to //umberston Vv. 
Humberston and the doctrine of cy-prés, but does not in any way 
suggest that the rule is connected with the doctrine of double 
possibilities. More positive confirmation is afforded by his treatment 
of the doctrine of belts possibilities in his work on Contingent 
Remainders : he states it in the first part of the work, as a rule 
governing the creation of contingent remainders, while the rule in 
Whitby v. Mitchell is stated, quite independently, in the second part 
of the book. No suggestion, so far as I am aware, is to be found 
in any part of the book that the two rules are connected with one 
another. x 

The subject is treated by the Real Property Commissioners in almost 
exactly the same way. In one part of their third report (p. 29) they 
refer to the doctrine of double possibilities, but express doubts 
whether it ever had any real existence, and recoinmend its formal 


*The last paragraph of last week’s article, at page 668, should run 
as follows : “On the other hand, if the site value remains unchanged, 
so that no increment value duty is payable, the present value of the 
undeveloped land duty is about £71 10s., or, in other words, the 
value of the land is diminished by a little more than 7 per cent.” 
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abolition by statute. They then go on to describe various devices 
invented in the sixteenth and seventeeth centuries with the object of 
making entails unbarrable, including that of limiting land to a 
person for life, and afterwards to everyone who should be his heir 
for life. As the Commisioners remark (p. 31), these “expedients 
were invariably disappointed, from the determination of the courts 
to defeat all contrivances tending to effect an object which they 
considered it so impolitic to allow to be effected.” It is clear from 
their treatment of the subject that, in the opinion of the Commis- 
sioners, the rule forbidding the limitation of successive life estates to 
unborn generations in succession (which we know as the rule in 
Whitby v. Mitchell) has no connection whatever with the dubious 
and discredited doctrine of double possibilities, but is an application 
of ~ general principle forbidding the creation of “unbarrable 
entails. 

Mr. Burton (whose statement of the rule was cited by Lord 
Justice Corron) also treats the matter in the same way. He does 
not suggest that the rule has any connection with the doctrine of 
double possibilities. What he does say is that but for the rule it 
would be possible to settle land on “the remotest generations .. . 
so as to make the settlement perpetual, and thus all the political 
inconveniences which attended entails in their first creation would 
be renewed”: Comp. 256. In other words, Mr. Burton treats the 
rule as designed to prevent the creation of unbarrable entails 

Mr. JosHua Writs himself, although ke adopted, under pro- 
test, Mr. CHARLES BuTLER’s theory that the rule is derived from the 
doctrine of double possibilities, followed Mr. FEARNE and Mr. 
Burton in explaining the object of the rule. For, after stating the 
rule (in terms which were adopted as accurate by the Court of Appeal), 
he goes on to remark, “It may not be sufficient to restrain every 
kind of settlement which ingenuity might suggest : but it is directly 
opposed to the great motive which usually induces attempts at a 
perpetuity, namely, the desire of keeping an estate in the same 
family, and it has accordingly been hitherto found sufficient” : Real 
Prop., 12th ed., p. 274. 

But if the origin of the rule is as simple a matter as is here 
suggested, why, it may be asked, did it not suggest itself to such 
learned writers as Mr. CHARLES ButLEeR, Mr. Joshua WILLIAMS, 
and Mr. Cuatiis? One reason no doubt is that they were consider- 
ing the rule in connection with the subject of legal remainders, and 
as there never was any doubt (if we disregard Mr. Lewts’s singular 
blunder) that it applies to legal remainders, the origin of the rule was 
a matter of no practical importance. It is only when such questions 
arise as those involved in Re Bowles (1902, 2 Ch. 650) and Re Nash 
(ante, p. 651) that the origin of the rule becomes important. It might 
be possible to find another reason, if we cared to look for it, but the 
search would take time, and after all the question is more or less 
academic. For present purposes we may well be content with the 
authority of Mr. FEARNE and the Real Property Commissioners, 
whose learning and accuracy are beyond question. 

The explanation of the rule in Whitby v. Mitchell suggested in this 
article is based on the conclusions of Mr. FEARNgE and the Real 
Property Commissioners, and it has many recommendations. In the 
first place, it avoids the necessity of having recourse to the so-called 
doctrine of double possibilities, and thus does away with the only 
serious part of Mr. Gray’s objection tothe rule in Whitby v. Mitchell, 
which he trenchantly describes as a “ non-existent rule based on an 
exploded theory.” It is quite true that the doctrine of double 
possibilities is exploded: it was exploded by the Real Property 
Commissioners more than seventy yearsago. But the rule in 
Whitby v. Mitchell, as Mr. Justice Eve said in Re Nash, is a rational 
and salutary rule, and it gains additional force if we treat it as based 
on an intelligible principle of law and equity, forbidding the settle- 
ment of land on unborn generations in succession. In the second 
place, the theory here suggested makes the doctrine of cy-prés 
intelligible, while if we follow Mr. Lewis and Mr. Gray, and treat 
the doctrine as an exception to the modern rule against perpetuities, 
it is an unintelligible anomaly. In the third place, the theory 
enables us to understand the constant allusions to “ perpetuities ” in 
the old judgments and text-books, and to avoid the error into which 
Mr. Justice Kay fell in Re Frost. CHARLES SWEET. 
*." The description of the cy-prés doctrine in the first part of this 
Article (ante, p. 669) should read as follows: “ Put shortly, the 
doctrine of cy-prés comes to this, that where a testator attempts to 
limit land to the issue of a person in succession, as purchasers, ad 
mfinitum, in such a way that if it were left to itself, so as to go in 
the precise course marked out by the testator, it would devolve as an 
estate tail, then the court, in order to allow his ‘general intention’ 
to take effect as far as possible, gives life estates to devisees in esse, 
and an ordinary barrable estate tail to the first unborn devisee in the 
line of succession.” 








Up to Wednesday (so far as the reports in the daily papers go) 
— 8 of the Finance Bill (Reversion Duty) had been passed in Com- 
mittee. 





Reviews. 
Property in Land. 


AN ELemMentary DIGEst oF THE LAw oF Property INLAND. By 
the Jate StrepHEN Martin LEAKE, Barrister-at-Law. Sxconp 
Epririon. By A. E. Ranpatt, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 

This work contains a clear account of the principles upon which 
the law of property in land is based. In Part I., on Sources of the 
Law, it deals iff successive chapters with freehold tenure, customary 
tenure, the law of uses, and the law of trusts and equitable estates ; 
and in Part IT. on Estates in ‘Land, it treats in Chapter I. of the 
limitation of estates as to quantity, and in Chapter II. of the limita- 
tion of future estates. his arrangement might, perhaps, with 
advantage have been reconsidered. Under “ Future Equitable Estates 
and Interests in Land ” sections are devoted to the priority of estates, 
and to the doctrines of notice and the protection afforded by the legal 
estate ; but these are matters which do not seem specially to affect 
future estates. But subject to this question of arrangement, the essen- 
tials of real property law are well presented. Thus the operation of the 
Statute of Uses, the distinction between legal and equitable estates, 
the limitation of legal estates and the extent to which these limitations 
are followed in equitable estates, and other similar matters, are 
discussed in a clear and interesting manner. More attention might, 
perhaps, have been paid to the effect of some modern decisions. 
References are given to Re Nishet and Potts’ Contract (1906, 1 Ch. 
386). to Perry v. Clissold (1907, A. C. 73), and to Copestake v. Hoper 
(1908, 2 Ch. 10); but a reader of the book would hardly gathier that 
each of these cases is of first importance : the first, because it broke 
away from the well-settled principle of the old law, that a disseisor 
could not be affected by a trust ; the second, because it finally settled 
that possession gave a good title as against all the world except the 
rightful owner ; and the third, because it affirmed the principle that 
a grant of freeholds by way of mortgage puts the mortgagee in 
seisin so as to make him, and not the mortgagor, liable to incidents 
of tenure. Cases such as these go to the root of real property law, 
and deserve special attention in a book dealing with principles. But 
while in some respects the book would have borne expansion. it is 
in the present edition a useful contribution to the literature of real 
property law, and will be valuable both for study and for practice. 





Winding-up. 
Tur WINDING-uUP oF CoMPANIES AND REconstrucTIoN. By His 


Honour Judge Empen. E1cura Epirion. By Henry Jouns- 
TON, Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co, 


The leading feature of this edition is the incorporation of the 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. In a note referring to the 
judgment of Chitty, J.,in Re Budgett (1894, 2 Ch. 557) it is pointed 
out that different rules of interpretation govern codifying and con- 
solidating Acts. In a codifying Act the meaning is to be gathered 
as far as possible from the words used without reference to decisions 
on earlier statutes : see per Lord Herschell in Bank of England v. 
Vagliano (1891, A. C., p. 144). The Act, indeed, replaces the previous 
law, and gives a fresh starting-point for judicial interpretations 
But a consolidating statute simply reproduces the previous statute 
law in more convenient form, and the decisions on that law continue 
to be the proper guide to the interpretation of the consolidating 
statute. This, accordingly, is the case with the Companies (Con- 
solidation) Act, 1908, and the present volume affords a complete 
guide to the numerous decisions which have accumulated on the 
subject of winding-up, and — them to the exposition of the 
provisions of the new statute. The Act itself, with the winding-up 
rules of the present year, is printed in an appendix, and another 
appendix is devoted toforms. The text of the book is marked by 
great clearness of arrangement, and the various points in the law and 

ractice of winding-up are easy to find, and are concisely stated. 

here the nature of the subject requires it. special help is offered 
to enable the reader to thread his way among the authorities, as 
in“the classification, at pp. 214-220, of the cases on agreements to 
become a member. 





County Court Costs 


A Compiete Guipe to Soxicrrors’ County Court Costs, con- 
TAINING TABLES OF CosTs OF ALL PROCEEDINGS IN THE COUNTY 
Courts, ScaLes or Costs, SecTions OF THE COUNTY 
Courts Acts, 1888 AND 1903, AND OTHER AcTs, AND ALL 
RULES AFFECTING CosTS GENERALLY, AND IN SPECIAL ACTIONS 
or MATTERS, AND ARBITRATIONS UNDER THE WORKMEN'S Com- 
PENSATION ACT, 1906, AND THE AGRICULTURAL HoLpINGs Act, 
1908, wirn Copious Notes anp Decisions. By SAMUEL FREE- 
MAN, Solicitor, Butterworth & Co, 
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This work is a full and carefully compiled guide to all matters 
affecting county court costs, and practitioners and officials in the 
county courts will find it exceedingly useful. The author has 
extracted from the scales of costs the various items, and has arranged 
them in tables in accordance with the order of the proceedings in 
an action. To each table are appended the relevant rules, and 
notes are added giving references to, and stating the effect of, the 
authorities. Thus at p. 34 there is a useful collection of the cases on 
deposit in court on applications for interrogatories, and attention 
may be directed to the notes on set-off (p. 22) and to the accompany- 
ing epitome of the cases on which the notes are founded. The sub- 
ject of costs of remitted or transferred actions (pp. 77 to 87) is also 
dealt with very exhaustively ; and appendices are added giving 
the rules relating to costs and taxation generally, and to costs under 
numerous special statutes. 





Books of the Week. 


The English Reports, Volume XCVI.: King’s Bench Division 
XXV., containing Blackstone, W., Volumes 1 and 2 ; Sayer ; Kenyon, 
Volumes 1, 2 and 3. William Green & Sons, Edinburgh ; Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 

The Law of Torts. By J. F. Crerk_and W. H. B. Linpsett, 
Barristers-at-Law. Fifth Edition. By Wyarr Paty, Barrister-at- 
Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Pitman’s Mercantile Law : a Practical Exposition for the Business 
Man, the Student and Advanced Classes in Commercial Schools. By 
J. A. Sater, B.A., LL.B. (London), Barrister-at-Law. Second 
Edition. Sir Isaac Pitman & Sons (Limited). 

The Law of Carriage. By J. E, R. SrepHens, B.A., Bargister-at- 
Law. Sir Isaac Pitman & Sons (Limited). 

An Epitome of Company Law for the Use of Students. By W. H 
Hastines Ketkr, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. Sweet 
& Maxwell (Limited). 

The Law Quarterly Review, July, 1909. Edited by Sir Freperick 
Pottock, Bart., D.C.L., LL.D. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Butterworth’s Quarterly Digest of Reported Cases from January 
Ist to July ist, 1909, being: the Second Quarterly Supplement of 
Butterworth’s Eleven Years’ Digest, and containing the Cases decided 
in the Supreme and other Courts. Edited by Harry CLover, 
Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Cc. 

The House of Lords and the Law of Trespass to Realty and 
Children as Trespassers : being a Study of the Reasons Given in the 
House of Lords in the Case of Cooke v. Midland Great Western 
Railway of Ireland (1909, A. C. 229) in the light of the principles of 
the Common Law. By THomas Beven, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens 
& Haynes. 

Criminal Appeal Cases: Reports of Cases in the Court of 
Criminal Appeal. Edited by Herman Conen, Barrister-at-Law. 
Vol. IL., Parts I. to XVI. Stevens & Haynes. 








Correspondence. 


Land Registry—Cancellation of Charges. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—We send you copies of letters between us and the Registrar. 


of the Land Registry which seem to us to deal with a point of 
importance. LonsDALE & EVERIDGE. 
5, Adam-street, Adelphi, W.C., July 13. 


The following is the correspondence referred to by our corres- 
pondents :— 
5, Adam-street, Adelphi, W.C., 
22nd June, 1909. 
London—Stoke Newington—No. 26355--72, Fairholt-road. 
Sir,_-We enclose with this the formal receipt for the above Land 
Certificate. We find that in the Charges Register in this certificate an 
entry has been made as follows :--‘‘11. 12 June, 1909--4515—Entries 
No. 2, 3, 5, 6, cancelled.” There are also in the Charges Register 
entries No. 7,8, 9,and10. These entries are charges from the proprietor 
of whom our client has purchased and the transfer to him was expressed 
to be in exercise of the power of sale conferred by them, and transferred 
the land soeeues in the title discharged therefrom. They are crossed 
by a red ink line, but there is no entry to the effect that they have been 
cancelled. We shall be glad if you will kindly inform us why a distine- 
tion has been made between them and the other charges, Yours truly, 
(Sd.) LONSDALE & EVERIDGE. 
The Registrar, Land Registry, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C, 








Land Registry, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C., - 
23rd June, 1909, 
Title No. 26355.—72, Fairholt-road. 

Gentlemen,—I am directed by the Registrar to acknowledge the 
receipt of your letter of the 22nd inst. and in reply to say that in the 
case of the charges 2 and 5,an_ instrument of discharge was lodged 
which received the No. 4515. The entry No. 11 was made in accor- 
dance with this discharge. As regards the charges 7 and 9, no instra- 
ment of discharge was lodged, but the charges were cancelled by reason 
of the transfer by the proprietor in exercise of his power of sale. The 
crossing red ink line is the cancellation, and the marginal note in front of 
entries 7 and 9 in the Charges Register ‘‘see B 4” indicates that the 
charges were cancelled by reason of the transfer, the effect of which 
appears in entry 4, in the B or Proprietorship Register.—I am, Gentlemen, 
your obedient servant, 

(Sd. ) CHARLES T. MUSGRAVE Assistant Registrar, 

Messrs. Lonsdale & Everidge, 5, Adam-street, Adelphi, W.C. 


5, Adam-street, Adelphi, W.C., 
25th June, 1909. 
London—Stoke Newington—26355. 

Sir,—Referring to our letter of the 22nd inst. and your reply of yester- 
day, we thank you for your explanation why two discharged charges are 
entered as cancelled and two others are cancelled by a red ink line only, 
and we note that the expression ‘“‘ see B 4” means that the charges have 
been cancelled and indicates the manner of their cancellation. May we, 
with respect, suggest that the public dealing direct with the Land Regis- 
try might easily be misled by the practice of stating on the register that 
some charges have been cancelled and not stating thereon that other 
charges, also discharged, have also been cancelled? Will fyou kindly 
inform us whether the red ink line is sufficient of itself, or whether you 
consider it to be necessary for a purchaser to’see, on an examination of 
the register, that the seal authenticating the red line has been duly 
placed beside it? It has occurred to us that, if this is not so, it would be 
easy for a criminal, when inspecting the register, to puta red ink line 
through the entry of a charge upon his property and to sell the property 
free from incumbrances. He would have the less trouble now that 
Land Certificates are expected to be kept in the custody of proprietors 
whose land is subject to charges. If, on the other hand, the seal is a 
necessary part of the cancellation, it would seem that the public ought 
to be informed by the rules of so essential a fact.—We are, yours truly, 

(Sd.) LONSDALE & EVERIDGE, 

The Registrar, Land Registry, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 


Land Registry, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C., 
28th June, 1909. 
Title No. 26355. ‘ 

Gentlemen,—I am directed by the Registrar to ackuowledge the receipt 
of your letter of the 25th instant, and to say that the mode of recording 
the discharge of incumbrances on the register under varying circum- 
stances has been very carefully considered, and that the Registrar, 
though obliged to you for your thoughtful observations, does not consider 
that any change in the practice is necessary.—-[ am, Gentlemen, your 
obedient servant, 

(Sd.) | CHARLEs T, MUSGRAVE, Assistant Registrar. 
Messrs. Lonsdale & Everidge, 5, Adam-street, Adelphi, W.C. 


5, Adam-street, Adelphi, W.C., 
29th June, 1909. 
Title No. 26355. 

Sir.—We thank you for your letter of June 28th, in which, however, 
you do not reply to the question whether the red ink line alone is 
sufficient cancellation of a charge, or whether the seal authenticating the 
line is a necessary part of the cancellation. The point is important on 
a search. We do not wish to pass as cancelled a charge which may have 
been ruled out by an unauthorized red line, if the seal is a necessary 
part of the cancellation, and the rules are silent upon the point.—We 
are, yours truly, sd. LONSDALE & EVERIDGE. 

The Registrar, Land Registry, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W-C. 


Land Registry, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
3rd July, 1909. 
Title No. 26355. 

Gentlemen,—In reply to your letter of the 29th ultimo, I am directed 
by the Registrar to say he is sorry that he overlooked your question as 
to cancellation. The initialling of cancellations is entirely for official 
purposes and does not affect the public. If you find an entry cancelled 
you may disregard it.—I am, Gentlemen, your obedient servant, 

(Sd.) CLAUD W. HENEAGE, Secretary. 

Messrs. Lonsdale & Everidge, 5, Adam-street, Adelphi, W.C. 


5, Adam-street, Adelphi, W.C., 
10th July, 1909. 
Title No. 26355. 

Sir,--We thank you for your letter of the 3rd instant, which we 
understand to mean that we may, on a search, disregard an entry ruled 
out by a red ink line and need not concern ourselves with the initialled 
seal, As the point is one of importance to solicitors, we propose to senda 
copy of these letters to the SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL.--We are, yours truly, 

sd. LONSDALE & EVERIDGE, 
The Registrar, Land Registry, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C, 
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New Orders, &c. 


Fees in County Courts. 


TREASURY ORDER, DATED JuLy 7, 1909, ReGuLatinG FEEs 
In County Courts. 

In pursuance of the powers given by the County Courts Acts and 
of all other powers enabling us in this behalf We, the undersigned, 
being two of the Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury, whose 
names are hereunto subscribed, do hereby, with the consent of the 
Lord Chancellor, order that on and after the 14th day of July, 1909, 
the following alterations in the Treasury Orders regulating fees in 
County Courts, and in the Court exercising the . Stannaries 
Jurisdiction, dated respectively the 30th day of December, 1903, the 
30th day of May, 1907, and the 20th day of April, 1897, shall have 
effect. Crci, Norton. 

J. H. WHItLey. 
I approve of this Order, 
Loresurn, C. 
ScHEDULE A. 

1. The words “ the Agricultural Holdings (England) Act, 1908,” 
shall be substituted for the words “the Agricultural Holdings 
(England) Act, 1900,” in paragraphs 41 and 42. 

2. Paragraphs 59 and 60 are hereby annulled, and the following 
paragraphs shall stand in lieu thereof, viz. :-- 

59. For every sitting to take evidence under the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908, Section 226 7a 4 a 

60. In proceedings under the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 
1908, other than proceedings relating to the winding-up of com- 
panies and the fee for every Sitting prescribed by paragraph 59, 
the fees shall be the same as those payable in respect of similar 
proceedings in actions or matters under the equitable jurisdic- 
tion of the County Court. 

SCHEDULE B. 
Part I. 

1. The words “the Agricultural Holdings (England) Act, 1908,” 
shall be substituted for the words “ the Agricultural Holdings 
(England) Acts, 1883 to 1890,” in paragraph 24. 

2. Paragraph 26 (Treasury Order, 30th May, 1907) shall be amended 
as follows, viz. :— 

(a.) The following item shall be inserted after item 8, viz. :— 

8. (a.) On a payment into Court under Rule 504, Rule 56a, or 
Rule 56s. ... és via ot ne es ma .. 5s. Od. 

(1.) The words “and Rule 56a, Rule 56n, or Rule 59” shall 
be substituted for the words “ and Rule 56 (8) or Rule 59” in 
item 9. 

(c.) The following item shall be inserted after item 11, viz. :— 

114. The fee mentioned in the last preceding item is not to be 
taken on an application under the liberty to apply reserved by para- 
graph 12 of Rule 56a, but on any such application there shall be 
allowed a fee (which shall be deducted from the fund to which the 
application relates) of : ne * net . 2s. Od. 
Part I. 

3. The following words shall be added to the N.B. to Part IT. 
after the words “ the Inebriates Act, 1898, Section 12,” viz.: “and 
in proceedings under the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, 
other than proceedings relating to the Winding-Up of Companies.” 

Part IV. 

4. The first part of paragraph 5 relating to proceedings under the 
Companies Acts is hereby annulled. 

The County Court (Stannaries) Fees Order, 1897. 

5. The words “or if such proceedings are for the beens et of 
Companies under the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890” in paragraph (1) 
of the Schedule, are hereby annulled, and the following words shall 
stand in lieu thereof, viz. :—— 

In proceedings taken under the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 
1908, relating to the Winding-Up of Companies, the like fees shall 
be charged, and such fees shall be received and accounted for and 
paid over in like manner as the fees on such proceedings taken in a 
County Court. : 

In proceedings under the said Act, other than proceedings relating 
to the Winding-Up of Companies, the fees shall be the same as those 
payable in respect of sunilar proceedings in actions or matters under 
the equitable jurisdiction of the County Courts. 


The Colonial Stock Act, 1goo. 
(63 & 64 Vict. c. 62.) 
Addition to List of Stocks under Section 2. 


Pursuant to section 2 of the Colonial Stock Act, 1900, the Lords 
Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury hereby give notice that the 





provisions of the Act have been complied with in respect of the + 


undermentioned Stock, registered or inscribed in the United King- 
om :— 


Gold Coast Government 34 per cent. Inscribed Stock (1934-59). 


The restrictions mentioned in section 2, sub-section (2) of the 
Trustee Act, 1893, apply to Colonial Stock (see Colonial Stocks Act, 
1900, section 2). 

Treasury Chambers, 8.W., July 17, 1909. 


High Court of Justice. 
LONG VACATION, 1909. 


Notice. 


During the vacation up to and including Saturglay, the 4th of Sep- 
tember, all applications ‘“‘ which may require t6 be immediately or 
promptly heard,’’ are to be made to Mr. Justice Hamilton. 

_Courr Business.—Mr. Justice Hamilton will, until further notice, 
sit in the Lord Chief Justice’s Court, Royal Courts of Justice, at 
10.30 a.m. on Wednesday in every week, commencing on Wednesday, 
the 4th of August, for the purpose of hearing such applications of the 
above nature as, according to the practice in the Chancery Division, 
are usually heard in court. 

No case will be placed in the judge’s paper unless leave has been 
previously obtained, or a certificate of counsel that the case requires 
to be immediately or promptly heard, and stating concisely the reasons, 
is left with the papers. 

The necessary papers relating to every application made to the 
vacation judges (see notice below as to judges’ papers) are to be left 
with the cause clerk in attendance, Chancery Registrars’ Office, Room 
136, Royal Courts of Justice, before one o’clock on the Monday pre- 
vious to the day on which the application is intended#to be made. When 
the cause clerk is not in attendance, they may be left at Room 136, 
under cover, addressed to him, and marked outside Chancery Vacation 
Papers, or they may be sent by post, but in either case so as to be 
received by the time aforesaid. 

Urcent MATTERS WHEN JUDGE NoT PRESENT IN CouRT OR CHAMBERS. 
—Application may be made in any case of urgency to the judge, per- 
sonally (if necessary), or by post or rail, prepaid, accompanied by the 
brief of counsel, office copies of the affidavits in support of the appli- 
cation, and also by a minute, on a separate sheet of paper, signed by 
counsel, of the order he may consider the applicant entitled to, and 
also an envelope, sufficiently stamped, capable of receiving the papers, 
addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chancery Official Letter: To the Registrar 
in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Office, Royal Courts of Justice, 
London, W.C.”’ 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of 
the writ and a certificate of writ issued must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The address of the judge for the time being acting as Vacation Judge 
can be obtained on application at Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice. 

Cuancery CHAMBER Business.—The chambers of Justices Swinfen 
Eady and Neville will be open for vacation business on Tuesday, Wed- 
nesday, Thursday and Friday in each week, from ten to two o'clock. 

Kinq’s Bencn CHAMBER Bustiness.—Mr. Justice Hamilton will, until 
further notice, sit for the disposal of ie Bench business in judges’ 
chambers at 10.30 a.m. on Tuesday and, if necessary, also on Thursday 
in every week, commencing on Thursday, the 5th of August. ne 

Prosate AND Divorce.—Summonses will be heard by the registrar # 
the Principal Probate Registry, Somerset House, every day during the 
vacation at 11.30 (Saturdays excepted). 

Motions will be heard by the registrar on Wednesdays, the 4th and 
18th of August, the Ist, 15th and 29th of September, at the Principal 
Probate Registry, at 12.30. 

Decrees will made absolute on Wednesdays, the 11th and 25th 
of August, the 8th, 22nd and 29th of September. 

All papers for motions and for making decrees absolute are to be left 
at the Contentious Department, Somerset House, before two o’clock on 
the preceding Friday. ; { 

The offices of the Probate and Divorce Registries will be opened at 
eleven and closed at three o’clock, except on Saturdays, when the offices 
will be opened at ten and closed at one o'clock. 

Jvupce’s Pavers ror Use 1n Court.—Cuancery Diviston.—The fol- 
lowing papers for the Vacation Judge are required to be left with the 
cause clerk in attendance at the Chancery Registrars’ Office, Room 136, 
Royal Courts of Justice, on or before one o'clock on the oe La 
vious to the day on which the application to the judge is intended to 
be made :— 

1. Counsel’s certificate of urgency or note of special leave granted by 
the judge. . 

2. Two copies of writ and two copies of pleading (if any) and any 
other documents showing the nature of the application. 

3. Two copies of notice of motion. 

4. Office copy affidavits in support and also affidavits in answer 
if any). : 
N My solicitors are requested when the application has heen dis- 
posed of to apply at once to the judge’s clerk in court for the return 
of their papers. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


“THE SCHWANN.” 24th June; i9th July. 
Suie—But or Lapinc—ExcerTions—NEGLIGENCE OF SHIPOWNER’S 
SERVANTS. 

Sugar was carried under a bill of lading, which contained exceptions 
relieving the shipowners from liability for damage arising from, inter 
alia, defects in machinery or neglect of the engineers. It also contained 
this condition, in clause 10: ‘‘It is agreed that the exercise by the 
shipowners or their agents of reasonable care and diligence in connec- 
tion with the ship, her tackle, machinery and appurtenances shall be 
considered a fulfilment of every duty, warranty, or obligation, and 
whether before or after the commencement of the said voyage.” The 
sugar was damaged by water getting into the hold through a three-way 
cock in a pipe which was not carefully turned, and so admitted the 
water. 

Held, that the three-way sea-cock was an equipment dangerous in 
itself, and that the evidence shewed that the chief engineer was ignorant 
of its operation. The ship was not in the circumstances reasonably fit 
to carry the goods of the appellants, and the damage being due to the 
unseaworthiness of the ship, the appellants were not protected by 
clause 10 of the conditions in the bill of lading. 

Decision of the Court of Appeal (reported 1909, P. 93, 78 L. J. R. 13) 
reversed. 


Appeal by the plaintiffs in the action from a decision of the Court of 
Appeal setting aside a judgment entered for them at the trial before 
Bargrave Deane, J. 

Tue Hovse having considered, 

Lord ATKINSON, in giving judgment, said: The plaintiffs sued to 
recover damages in respect of a cargo of sugar shipped on board the 
steamship Schwan to be carried from Bremen to London. The greater 
part of the cargo had been seriously injured, if not entirely destroyed, in 
transit by reason of the main hold of the ship having been flooded with 
sea water to the depth of about four feet. There was no controversy as to 
the extent of the damage done to the sugar, nor as to the cause of it, and 
the only question for decision was whether or not the shipowners were 
protected by clause 10 of the bill of lading, which again resolves itself 
in effect into two questions—(1) was the ship seaworthy when loaded— 
that is reasonably fit to perform the service which the shipowners 
engaged to perform, to carry these goods to their destination? and (2) 
if not seaworthy in fact, had the owners and their agents proved that 
they had discharged the duty imposed upon them by this article, 
namely, ‘‘exercised reasonable care and diligence’’ to make her sea- 
worthy? It was not contended that if she was not seaworthy in fact 
the burden of proving the exercise of this care and diligence did not 
rest upon the shipowners. His lordship described the sea-cock by 
which admittedly the water had got into the hold. It was a cock 
having three pipes to it, one leading to the sea, another leading to the 
pumps, and the third leading to the bilges, in which the non-return 
valve was placed. Unless the cock was very carefully turned off one of 
the openings might not be properly closed. In his lordship’s opinion 
this cock was an equipment dangerous in itself and rendered doubly 
dangerous by reason of the chief engineer being ignorant of its 
operation. His lordship thought that the defendants were not protected 
by clause 10 of the bill of lading, and that the judgment of Bargrave 
Deane, J., should be restored. 

Lords MacnaGuten, James or Hererorp, and Cottrs concurred. 

Lord Gorett read a long judgment, in which he came to the con- 
clusion that The Schwan was not in the circumstances reasonably fit to 
carry the goods of the appellants, and that the damage was due to this 
unseaworthiness. Then did clause 10 of the bill of lading protect the 
respondents? ‘That depended on the question of fact, whether the chief 
engineer Meyer, in his capacity as the agent of the respondents to 
superintend the construction of the ship and her machinery, exercised 
reasonable care and diligence in connection with the ship, her tackle, 
machinery, and appurtenances. The finding of fact is that he did not. 
This finding was not affected by the fact that the vessel was built under 
the survey of the surveyors to the German Lloyd’s. They might not, in 
fact, have inspected this particular cock, and it certainly was a 
remarkable feature of the case that none of them were called by the 
respondents, nor was any reason given to account for the absence of 
their evidence. For these reasons, he agreed that the appeal should be 
allowed. 

Lord Saw also read a judgment, which was to the like effect. 

Lord LoresBurn, C., said he had seen the judgment of Lord Atkinson. 
He agreed with it entirely. Appeal allowed with costs.—CounsegL, F. 
Laing, K.C., and Ballock, for the appellants; Scrutton, K.C. ‘and 
Bateson, for the respondents. Soricrrors, Cattarns & Co.: Thomas 
Cooper & Co. , 

[Reported by Ensxine Ret, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Appeal. 
SMITH vr. LION BREWERY CO. No. 2. 1i7th July. 


Revenve—Incomy Tax— Brewery Company—Prorirs—-Depuctions— 
“Tryp Hovses’’—Compensation Levy—Income Tax Act, 1842 
(6 & 6 Vict. c. 35), s. 100, Scnepute D—Income Tax Act, 1853 (16 & 





17 Vicr. c. 34), s. 2, Scoepute D—Licensine Act, 1904 (4 Ep. 7 
Cc. 23), s. 3. 


The compensation levy imposed by section 3 of the Licensing Act, 
1904, upon a brewery company who are landlords of tied houses is a, 
expense incurred for the purposes of their trade, which may be deducted 
from the profits of their trade in arriving at the assessable amount 
of such profits jor the purposes of the Income Tax Acts. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Channell, J. (reported 1909, 
1 K. B. 711), who had given judgment for the Crown upon a case 
stated by the Commissioners on the question whether the defendant 
company were entitled, for the purposes of income tax, to deduct the 
amount of the levy paid to the compensation fund under the Licensing 
Act, 1904. The company appealed. 

THe Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Farweti, L.J., Kennepy, 
L.J., dissentiente) allowed the appeal. 

Cozrmns-Harpy, M.R.—The question in this appeal is whether the 
owners of certain tied houses can, in ascertaining their profits under 
Schedule D, deduct the amount of the charge payable by them in 
respect of what is called the compensation levy imposed by the 
Licensing Act, 1904. Now, the levy is imposed on the tenant, and 
is made payable by the tenant with and as part of the excise licence, 
but the tenant is authorized to deduct from his rent a proportion of 
the sum paid varying according to the length of the tenant’s interest 
in the house. The landlord must pay income tax under Schedule A 
on the full rent, the proportionate charge being not a reduction of 
the rent, but a deduction from the rent. It is necessary to consider 
the position first of the occupying tenant, and, secondly, of the landlord, 
with reference to the compensation levy. First, as to the tenant. It 
seems to me not to admit of serious doubt that the actual occupier of 
the licensed house is entitled under Schedule D to deduct from his 
gross profits, not only the ordinary excise licence, but also such part 
of the compensation levy as he is not able to throw upon his landlord. 
Both these payments are alike necessary to enable him to carry on 
the business of a retailer of beer. The position of the landlord is 
by no means so clear. It must vary according to the circumstances. 
If he is an ordinary non-trading landowner he must bear his proportion 
of the compensation levy, and he cannot in any way bring it into 
account against the Crown. He must pay income tax under Schedule A, 
and for the reasons above stated he cannot treat it as a reduction of 
the rent payable by the tenant. He does not account under Schedule D 
at all, and the question which has now to be decided in this case does 
not and cannot arise. If, however, he is a trading landlord, a whole- 
sale dealer in beer, it is necessary to ascertain precisely what are the 
facts. Now, in the present case it is stated by the Commissioners 
that the Lion Brewery Co. are ‘‘as part of their business and as a 
necessary incident of the profitable exploitation of such business ’’ the 
owners of the tied houses which have been acquired by them and are 
held by them ‘‘in the course of and solely for the purpose of their 
said business.’’ These tied houses are employed by them as “ sub- 
stantially part of their plant or outfit necessary to carry on the business 
profitably,’’ and they are thereby ‘‘ enabled to earn and do earn profits 
upon which they pay income tax, and which without the said premises 
and their use in and for carrying on their business would be much 
less in amount.’’ And, further, that to enable them to earn the profits 
upon which they are assessed to the income tax ‘‘the possession and 
employment as aforesaid of such premises are essentially necessary, and 
except for the purposes of and employment in their business of such 
premises the respondents would not possess them. They do not possess 
them as investments or for the purposes of investments. If any house loses 
its licence the respondents as soon as possible get rid of it.’’ Accepting 
these facts, it seems to me that every argument which goes to shew that 
the retail.seller of beer can deduct what he pays in respect of the 
compensation levy applies with equal force in favour of the wholesale 
seller of beer in respect of what he pays as his proportion of the 
compensation levy. Thus far I have approached the question without 
regard to authorities, but I think the authorities are in no way opposed 
to this view. In the language of Lord Herschell in Gresham Life 
Assurance Society v. Styles (1892, App. Cas., p. 323), the ‘‘ balance of 
profits and gains’’ upon which duty is to be assessed is ‘‘ the balance 
arrived at by setting against the receipts the expenditure necessary to 
earn them.’’ And Lord Collins, M.R., in Strong v. Woodifield (1905, 
2 K. B., p. 356), said : ‘‘ It seems to me that all expenses necessary 
for the purpose of earning the profits may properly be deducted, but 
that expenses to come out of the profits after they have been earned 
cannot be deducted.’’ And there are other authorities to the like 
effect. Channell, J., held, and in my opinion quite correctly, that 
the landlord’s share of the compensation levy is a charge upon the 
landlord, payable by him, but chargeable and collectable for the 
Crown through the tenant. But he held that it could not be said 
to be exclusively for the purposes of the brewer"s trade when it was 
really a sum paid to secure the retail trade and not the wholesale 
trade. Channell, J., said that he came to that conclusion with con- 
siderable doubt and hesitation. With the utmost, respect for that 
learned judge, I am unable to agree with his view. I regard this sum 
as a payment essential to the earning of the profits, and not as a deduc- 
tion from the “balance of profits’? within the meaning of rule 1 
applicable to the first and second cases. I think that the appeal ought 
to be allowed. 

Farwet., L.J., also delivered judgment allowing the appeal. 

Kennepy, L.J., delivered a dissenting judgment. His lordship was 


} unable to say that the share of compensation levy which was borne by 
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the appellants as landlords was a sum of money wholly laid out or ex- 
nded for the purpose of their trade as brewers. For these reasons 
his lordship agreed with Channell, J., and thought that the 5 em 
should be dismissed.—Counszn, Sir R. Finlay, K.C., Danckwerts, K.C., 
and Leslie Scott, K.C.; Mossop; Sir 8. 7. Evans, 8.G., and W. Finlay. 
SoticrtoRs, Godden, Son, & Holme; The Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 
{Reported by J. I. Srrmuine, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re J. DEFRIES & SONS (LIM.). EICHHOLZ v. THE COMPANY. 
Warrington, J. 15th July. 


CoMmPANY—DEBENTURES—CHEQUE IN PAYMENT OF INTEREST—FAILURE TO 
PRESENT CHEQUE-—RELEASE OF SECURITY. 


The mere acceptance of a cheque wn payment of interest on deben- 
tures, and failure to present the cheque for payment, do not constitute 
a release of the security. 

Bunney v. Poyntz (4 B. d&: Ad. 568) disapproved. 

This was a summons by the plaintiff in a debenture-holders’ action 
to decide a claim by certain of the holders to rank as secured creditors 
for arrears of interest. Among the property comprised in a settlement 
were debentures of the company amounting to £10,000, of which 
£3,000 worth were paid off between the 5th of March and the 15th of 
August, 1907, and £7,000 worth stood in the names of the present 
trustees as registered holders. Mrs. Defries was tenant for life under 
the settlement. A Mr. Sydney had been one of the trustees, and the 
present trustees were appointed in November, 1907. The company 
regularly drew cheques for the interest due on these debentures, but 
Mrs. Defries’s son, who was managing director, requested her not to 
present them immediately for payment, and the result was that at the 
commencement of the action only one of the cheques had been presented 
and cashed. Three other cheques were given to Mr. Sydney and 
endorsed by him to Mrs. Defries, and the remaining three, at the 
request or with the consent of the trustees, were given direct to her. 
The arrears of interest now claimed by the trustees amounted to 
£1,793 15s. 

Warrincton, J., in deciding in favour of the trustees, said : The 
plaintiff, who represents the other debenture-holders and the simpl2 
contract creditors, says that the effect of these transactions is that the 
registered holders of these debentures have released their security, and, 
although entitled to rank in virtue of the cheques as simple contract 
creditors, are not secured creditors. The first point made on behalf of 
the other debenture-holders was this, that accepting a cheque for 
interest due might be, and would usually be, a conditional acceptance in 
discharge of the security, and Mr. Sydney, by negotiating the cheques, 
made it an absolute discharge ; and that the same was the result in the 
case of Mrs. Defries’s cheques, as they were delivered to a third person 
by his direction. But there are two perfectly complete answers to 
this. The first is that it is not the law that a cheque is conditional 
payment so as to release a security. This is the direct result of the 
judgment of Farwell, L.J., in Henderson v. Arthur (51 Soxicrrors’ 
JournaL, 65; 1907, 1 K. B. 10). A fortiori, in the case of a security, 
how could the taking of a personal remedy against the company imply 
at law an agreement to give up the better remedy? The plaintiffs rely 
on Palmer v. Bramley (1895, 2 Q. B. 407); but that case only comes to 
this, that the tribunal might in such cases infer an agreement to sus- 
pend the creditor’s remedy for a certain period. I have no circum- 
stances here which might justify me in inferring that Mrs. Defries 
gave up her security. But even if I am wrong, I think that the 
argument based on Mr. Sydney’s negotiation of the cheques fails. 
Bunney v. Poyntz is inconsistent with, though not actually overruled 
by, Gunn v. Bolckow, Vaughan, & Co. (23 W. R. 739; L. R. 10 Ch. 
491). It is suggested again that the fact of Mrs. Defries abstaining 
from presenting the cheques, at the request of the managing director, 
amounts to an agreement to release the original debt and allow the 
company to reborrow the money; but there is no evidence of such an 
agreement. One further and still smaller point was made. On the 4th 
of April, 1908, Mrs. Defries cashed a cheque for one half-year’s interest 
then due, and it is argued that that is sufficient evidence to show an 
intention on her part to release the security as regards earlier items of 
interest. In my opinion it is evidence only that she wanted to obtain 
ieent of that half-year’s interest.—CounseL, for the plaintiff, 2. 

rydges ; for the trustees, 7'errell, K.C., and srael ; for the liquidators 


of the company, G. F. Hart. Soxicrrors, John Hands; Rubinstein, 
Myers, & Co.; Walter B. Styer. 
[Reported by H. F. CHETTL#, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re PARBOLA (LIM.). BLACKBURN »v. THE COMPANY. 
Warrington, J. 16th July. ’ 


Mortcace—Forectosure OrpEeR Nuisi—SuBsequent APPLICATION BY 
JUDGMENT CREDITOR WHO HAS OBTAINED EqQuiTaBLE EXxCUTION TO BE 
Appep As DrFENDANT—EXTENDING PerRiop ror Repemption—Costs. 


When a mortgagee had obtained an order for foreclosure nisi against 
@ company, a judgment creditor in another action against the com- 
pany obtained the appointment of a receiver by way of equitable 
execution. ‘T'he creditor now moved to be added as a defendant in the 
foreclosure action and to have further time to redeem. 





Held (1) that the order in Campbell v. Holyland (26 W. R. 109, 7 
Ch. D., at p. 168) was the proper order to be made in these circum- 
stances; (2) that it would be contrary to the practice of the court to 
extend the time for redemption; (3) that the creditor must pay the 
plaintiff's costs of the application. 

This was a foreclosure action by the holder of a mortgage debenture 
on a mine and other property in Cornwall. The nature of the present 
application and the material facts are sufficiently set out in the 
judgment of 

Warrincton, J.—On the 12th of February in this year the plaintiff 
moved for a receiver, and by consent judgment was taken in the 
action. The court directed an ordinary mortgagee’s account, and gave 
the plaintiff liberty to apply for foreclosure or sale, and then proceeded 
to appoint a receiver, with the usual directions, and ended by adjourn- 
ing further consideration with liberty to all parties to apply. The 
master took an account and made his certificate, dated the 4th of 
March. On the 16th of March the usual foreclosure order was made, 
giving the company until the 16th of September to redeem. The appli- 
cant in May obtained the appointment of a receiver by way of 
equitable execution in an action in the King’s Bench Division, and he 
now moves to be made a defendant in the toreclosure proceedings and 
to have the order of the 16th of March varied or added to by limitin 
a time within which he*may redeem. In the first part of his witiont 
think he would be right, on the authority of Campbell v. Holyland, as 
being pro tanto an assignee of the equity of redemption. But he must 
be content to take his interest in the equity of redemption in the 
state in which he finds it. He comes and says, ‘“‘I ought to have 
further time to redeem’’; but it seems to me that that would be 
entirely contrary to the practice of the court. I will add him as a 
defendant, but { will not extend the time for redemption. 

On the question of costs it was pointed out on behalf of the 
applicant that Campbell v. Holyland was the only authority on the 
case, and that in that case the order confirmed was ex parte, and was 
argued to be irregular. 

Warrincton, J.—I think the proper order to make is that which 
was made in Campbell v. Holyland (at p. 168), namely, that the appli- 
cant should be added as defendant to the action, and that the proceed- 
ings in the action should be carried on between the plaintiff and the 
original defendants and such new defendant as if he had been originally 
a defendant. With regard to costs, the new defendant comes in here 
for his own protection, and asking for an order for his own advantage. 
The application is only partially successful, and it is said that the 
security is not sufficient; and I think, therefore, that the applicant 
ought to pay the plaintiff’s costs of this motion in any event.—CounsEL, 
for the applicant, Kerly; for the plaintiff, Rowden, K.C., and Owen 
Thompson. Soxicrrors, Kerly & Sons; Merrimans & Thirlby. 

{Reported by H. F, CHETILE, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


Re LOUISA CHURCHILL'S ESTATE. HISCOCK v. LODDER. 
Warrington, J. 15th July. 


Witt—Construction—Lecacy TO INFANT—ADVANCEMENT CLAUSE— 
MAINTENANCE. 


A testatrix bequeathed a share in £3,000, part of her residuary estaie, 
to an infant, directing that it should vest on his attaining the age of 
twenty-one. The will empowered the trustees to apply this share for 
the advancement ‘or otherwise for the benefit” of the infant, but 
contained no express power of maintenance. 

Held, following Pett v. Fellows (1 Swans. 561n), as explained in 
Leslie v. Leslie (Ll. & G. t. Sugden 1), that the will contained sufficient 
evidence of the testatrix’s intention to maintain to justify the trustees 
in applying the interest at 4 per cent. on the infant's share towards his™ 
maintenance. 


This was an adjourned summons to determine certain questions of 
construction arising out of the will of Louisa Churchill. The nature 
of the last question, and so much of the will as is material, are suffi- 
ciently set out in the judgment of 

WarrincTon, J.—The question I have to decide now is whether the 
infant legatee of a share in a sum of £3,000, directed to be raised out of 
residue, is entitled to have interest on the share and to have the interest 
applied for his maintenance during minority. The testatrix directed 
her trustees to sell and convert her estate, and to pay thereout certain 
legacies, and to hold the residue as to £3,000 part of it in trust to 
pay legacies to various persons, and among them her grand-nephew 
Charles Plaskett. He was at the date of her death an infant. The 
testatrix continued : ‘‘ And I direct that the interest of males under 
this my will shall vest at twenty-one years . . and I empower 
the trustees at their discretion to apply the whole or any part of the 
share to which any beneficiary hereunder may be contingently entitled 
in or towards the advancement in life or otherwise for the benefit of 
such beneficiary, whether male or female, and whether under the a 
of twenty-one years or not.” Now, in the first place, I think it 1s 
quite clear that the legacy did not vest—or become payable, which is 
much the same thing for this purpose—until the legatee attained 
twenty-one, and so prima facie did not bear interest until then, not- 
withstanding that it is payable, not out of the general residue itself, 
but out of a certain sum which is part of it. But there are exceptions 
to this principle, such as the case of a legacy to a minor by one in 
loco parentis, and a further exception in cases where the testator has 
shown an intention that the infant shall be maintained—and maintained 
by his bounty—during minority. That that further exception exists ix 
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shown by Leslie v. Leslie (supra); and in the present case what I have 
to determine is whether there is sufficient in this will to bring it within 
the exception. The legatee relies on the power given to the trustees 
by the advancement clause. If it had been merely advancement, that 
would clearly not have been enough; but the testatrix goes on, ‘‘or 
otherwise for the benefit of such beneficiary.’’ Now that expression does 
authorize the trustees to apply the legacy itself for the maintenance 
of the infant. Is that sufticient to justify the court in holding that 
the legacy bears interest during minority applicable for maintenance? 
There are two cases in point. in one the decision is in point, and not 
the reasoning; in the other the reasoning is in point, and not the 
decision. The first is Pett v. Fellows (supra). It is not a very satisfac- 
tory report ; but the decision seems to me in point. There, too, there was 
power to apply the legacy itself to maintenance, though nothing was 
said about interest. Curiously enough, the Lord Chancellor in that 
case does not in terms rely on the power, but on the facts that ‘‘ the 
legatees are called cousins, and it is admitted in the answer that they 
had no other subsistence.’’ But the real reason is, I think, supplied 
in the judgment of Sugden, L.C., in Leslie v. Leslie: ‘‘ The case of 
Pett v. Fellows, which has been cited, was properly decided in con- 
sequence of this clause. ‘I also give a power to my executors to apviy 
any part of the aforesaid legacies towards the maintenance or education 
of the aforesaid three children, during their minority, as in their 
discretion they shall think fit’; but for that clause the interest could 
not have been given.’ These two cases together are, I think, sufficient 
to justify me in holding that the legacy is to bear interest from the 
death of the testator, and that the trustees are empowered to apply 
that interest to the maintenance of the infant. The interest must be 
at the rate of 4 per cent.—CounssL, for the plaintiff, A. a B. Terrell; 
for the infant defendant, J. F. Carr; for other defendants, C. V. 
Rawlence and Fossett Lock. Sortcrrors, Light & Fulton, for Hamiltor 
Fulton, Salisbury; Rawle, Johnstone, & Co., for J. Trevor Davies, 
Yeovil. 
[Reported by H. F. CuxTTLe, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re WILLIAM PERKINS (DECEASED). BROWN v. PERKINS. 
Nevilie, J.. 7th and 14th July. 
Witt—Conversion—Procerps or Reatty Soup UNpeR A PowER— 

AccUMULATIONS oF INCOME DIRECTED BEyonp THE LeGaL LimiT— 

Faiture or Purpose Directep as to lNcome INTESTACY—RESULTING 

Trust in Favour or Herr at Law-—THeELLusson Act (39 & 40 

Gero. 3 c. 98). 

A testator devised real estate to his trustees, with a power of sale, 
upon trust to accumulate the rents and income until his son should 
attain the age of twenty-five years. The trustees sold the real estate 
and invested the proceeds in personal property. The son had not 
attained the age of twenty-five years at the expiration of the statutory 
period allowed for accumulations. 

Held, that an intestacy having occurred as to the income between 
the statutory period and the date when the son would attain twenty- 
five years of age, the income resulted to the son as heir at law. 


By his will, dated the 24th of March, 1887, William Perkins devised 
and bequeathed all his real and personal estate to the trustees of his 
will upon trust as to one moiety, if and when his son William George 
Perkins should attain the age of twenty-five years, to pay the rents 
and income to the said William George Perkins for his life, and after 
his, death in favour of his issue as thereby declared, and as to the 
other moiety in favour of his daughter Louisa Elizabeth Perkins and 
her issue, and subject to trusts for the maintenance of his said two 
children until they attain the age of twenty-five years, and the testator 
directed that until his son and daughter should respectively attain the 
age of twenty-five years the rents and income of their respective shares 
of the residuary estate should be accumulated and added to the capital 
from which the same proceeded upon the trusts thereinbefore declared 
concerning the same, and the testator authorised the trustees to sell 
the whole or any part of his real or personal estate, and to hold the 
proceeds upon the same trusts thereinbefore declared concerning the 
estate or portion which might be sold. The testator died on the 27th of 
May, 1888, leaving his said two children, of whom Louisa Elizabeth 
Perkins had now attained the age of twenty-five years, but William 
George Perkins would not attain that age until June, 1910. The whole 
of the real estate was sold by the trustees and invested in personalty. 
The period of twenty-one years allowed for accumulations by the 
Accumulations Act, 1800, expired on the 27th of May, 1909. There 
was, and would be, a surplus of income over the maintenance directed 
by the testator in favour of his son between the 27th of May, 1909, 
and June 1910. William George Perkins was the testator’s heir at law. 
The next-of-kin were Mrs. Perkins, the testator’s widow, and the two 
children. Adjourned summons to determine, inter alia, whether, if the 
testator’s direction for accumulation of surplus income became void as 
from the 27th of May, 1909, until June, 1910, who was entitled to such 
income and in what shares and proportions. 

Nevittz, J.—The question remaining to be decided is whether 
the heir or next-of-kin of William Perkins, the testator, is or are 
entitled to the accumulations of the income of the proceeds of sale of 
real estate, which have arisen during such part of the period during 
which accumulation was directed by the will as exceeds the legal 
limit. Since the case of Ackroyd v. Smithson (1 Bro. Ch. 503) it has 
never been doubted that where a testator directs real estate to be sold 
and the produce of the sale to be applied for a purpose which either 
wholly or partially fails, the undisposed of beneficial interest will 





result to the heir at law, and will not go to the next-of-kin, although 
the land may have been actually converted into money. I take these 
words from the note to the report of Ackroyd v. Simpson in White 
and Tudors Leading Cases (vol. 1, p. 372). They seem to me to be 
perfectly accurate. Lyre v. Marsden (2 Keen 564) shows that this 
doctrine is applicable to intestacy resulting from a direction to accumn- 
late beyond the period allowed by law. In the present case there is an 
intestacy with regard to the accumulation of one moiety of the testator’s 
estate, arising after the expiration of twenty-one years from his death, 
and the question arises as to who is entitled to such accumulations, so fay 
as they arise from investments of the proceeds of real estate of the 
testator, sold under a power contained in the will. It has been argued 
that these go to the next-of-kin because there has been a conversion 
under the power contained in the will; that such a conversion operates 
for the benefit of the next-of-kin of the testator, there being no equity 
in the heir against the next-of-kin for conversion; and various cases 
have been cited in support of that contention. The argument appears 
to me to be founded on a misconception of the principle of the decisions 
relied upon, which I will refer to shortly. Steed v. Preece (L. R. 18, 
Eq. 192) decided that a sum of money standing to the separate account 
of an infant representing his share of the proceeds of sale under an 
order of court, of an estate of which he was tenant in common in tail, 
upon his death passed to his legal personal representative and not to his 
heir. How the infant came to be absolutely entitled I cannot ascer- 
tain from the report, but the decision was that upon a sale of real 
estate by the court the heir of the person entitled at the time of sale has 
no equity for reconversion; so the remarks of Jessel, M.R., at p. 
197, distinguishing Ackroyd v. Smithson, Hyett v. Mekin (25 Ch. D, 
735), decides that the conversion dates from the order. Foster y, 
Foster (1 Ch. D. 588) explains the difference in the case of a sale 
under the Partition Act (31 & 32 Vict., ch. 40), where an equity for 
reconversion arises under the statute. Burgess v. Booth (1908, 2 Ch. 
648) follows the decision in Steed v. Preece. The cases in Vesey 
referred to are not easy to follow, and I reserved my decision with a 
view to endeavouring to ascertain their import. The following results 
emerge from the obscurity of the reports. In Brown v. Bigg (7 Ves, 
279) the Granden estates were given to the wife for life, with a power to 
sell and invest, but the estates after the wife’s death were not disposed 
of. The wife, having sold part of the estates, it was held that the 
proceeds passed under the gift of the whole of the testator’s personal 
estate, but that the unsold part went to the heir. In other words, that 
the testator only died intestate with regard to the unsold portion of the 
Granden estates. This seems to me a remarkable decision, but there 
was held to be no intestacy with régard to the proceeds of sale; the 
decision, therefore, does not touch the present case. In Walter v. 
Maunde (16 Ves. 27, 19 Ves. 423) the will, as appears from the 
report, contained a residuary devise and bequest for such of the 
testator’s relations as his executors should think proper. It was held 
that this was a power in the nature of a trust, and the power of 
selection not having been exercised, the court held that the next-of-kin 
took both real and personal estate as designated persons, but that they 
took the real estate, which had been converted in execution of the 
trusts of the will, as personal estate. Here there was no intestacy, and 
the case had no bearing upon the question. In my opinion the argument 
in favour of the next-of-kin was without foundation, and I hold the 
heir to be entitled to the accumulations after the expiration of the legal 
period arising from the investments of proceeds of sale of the testator’s 
real estate.—CouNseEL, for the trustees, Bryan Farrer; for the defen- 
dant, William George, Perkins, Percy Wheeler ; for the next-of-kin, W. 
E. Greaves. Soxricrrors, Richardson, Sadlers, & Callard; Steadman, 
Van Praagh, & Gaylor. 
[Reported by A. S. OpPE, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re NASH. COOK v. FREDERICK. Eve, J. 13th July. 


Power oF APPOINTMENT—APPOINTMENT VOID FOR ReMOTENESS—GIFT 
To Persons ENTITLED IN DEFAULT OF APPOINTMENT—ELECTION. 


Where an appointment is void as transgressing the rule against double 
possibilities and there is a gift to persons entitled in default of appoint- 
ment, such persons are not put to their election. 

Re Oliver’s Settlement (1905, 1 Ch.. 191) applied. 


This was an adjourned summons which raised two questions. The 
first was whether the rule against double possibilities applied to 
equitable limitations, and this question came before the court on the 
29th of June last, and was decided in the affirmative (ante, p. 651). The 
second question was whether, if the appointment was void for remote- 
ness, which the court so held, the persons entitled in default of appoint- 
ment were put to their election to confirm the appointment. The 
facts are stated in the previous report (ante, p. 651). In addition te 
the life interests conferred on the testator’s daughters, Mrs. Frederick 
and Mrs. Garnham, by the appointment they took further benefits 
under the will far in excess of the settlement property. 

Eve, J.—On this point I am bound by the authority and reasoning 
in Re Oliver's Settlement, Evered v. Leigh (1905, 1 Ch. 191). There 
the appointment was void for perpetuity, and Farwell, J., after stat 
ing that the rule against perpetuities was a comparatively modern 
development of the ancient rule of English law that one of the 
inseparable incidents of property is the right of alienation by appro 
priate assurances, and that the rule was one of public policy, and it had 
always been considered to be the duty of all the courts to uphold it, 
not to assist in evading it, proceeded to consider the judgment im 
Re Bradshaw (1902, 1 Ch. 436), in which Kekewich, J., held that the 
doctrine of election applied to an appointment void as transgressing 
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the rule against perpetuities. Farwell, J., says: ‘“‘ Kekewich, J., has 
said, and it is the basis of his judgment, that it is immaterial whether 
the appointment fails because it offends some rule of law or because 
it offends the construction of the power. With all deference to him, 
the difference appears to me to be vital. In the one case the testator 
openly and avowedly breaks the general law and asks the court of 
equity to participate in his illegal act by giving effect to it; in the 
other he merely attempts to exceed the limits set to his power by the 
donor thereof in the particular case—limits which the donor might have 
extended without any breach of the general law. Thus limitations 
which infringe the rule against perpetuities are void on the face of the 
will, but a devise of Blackacre by a testator who has no interest 
therein is not illegal nor is void on the face of the will, but depends on 
an inquiry into the testator’s title.” Now here the appointment offends 
against the rule against double possibilities. That is a rule of public 
policy, and it has always been considered the duty of the courts to 
uphold it, not to assist in evading it. I am therefore bound by the 
principle laid down in Re Oliver’s Settlement and hold that no election 
arises in this case.—Counsgx, 7’. 7. Methold; P. O. Lawrence, K.C., 
and EH. Beaumont; Jessel, K.C., and Wurtzburg; H. T. Methold; 
G. B. Rashleigh. Soxicrrors, Budd, Brodie & Hart; Tylee & Co.; 
Sharpe, Pritchard, & Co. 
[Reported by 8. E. Wrtt1ams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


GREAT WESTERN RAILWAY CO. v. CARPALLA UNITED CHINA 
CLAY CO. Eve, J. 1dth July. 


Soricrron — Costs — Taxation — THREE Counset — Co-DEFENDANTS — 
Expert Evipence—Costs or Uncattep Witnesses—R. 8S. C. LXV. 
27 (29). 

The costs of three counsel will be allowed on a party and party 
taxation in a case where there are special complications, even though 
the interests of the defendants separately represented are identical and 
they act in combination in defending the action. 

The costs of expert witnesses will be allowed in a proper case even 
though they are not called at the trial. 


This was a summons to review taxation, and raised two questions— 
(1) whether the cost of three counsel ought to be allowed, and (2) 
whether the expenses of certain scientific witnesses who were not called 
at the trial ought to be allowed. The trial lasted eight days, and 
several eminent scientific witnesses gave evidence as to what consti- 
tuted a mineral. The action was dismissed with costs, and costs on 
the higher scale were allowed. The taxing-master disallowed the 
costs of three counsel on the ground that there were no special com- 
plications in the case and that the interests of the two defendants who 


were separately represented were identical. With regard to the costs 
of the scientific witnesses, he said: ‘‘I do not think I ought to allow 
the costs of the further uncalled witnesses in this party and party 


taxation.’” The case of Attorney-General v. Birmingham Drainage 
Board (52 Sotrcrrors’ JourNAt 855) was referred to. 

Ever, J.—This is a summons to review taxation on two points. One 
objection is that the costs of three counsel have been disallowed, and 
the other is that the costs of expert witnesses who were not called 
are disallowed. I have no hesitation in saying that the case is one 
of great complexity and difficulty, and involved a large amount of 
labour and responsibility. I accept the argument that I ought as 
far as possible to shut my eyes to the fact that the result may have 
an important bearing on matters outside this action. The action in- 
volved complicated questions of fact and law. One important matter 
was the different theories as to the circumstances under which and the 
agencies by which the substance was produced. Another was that when 
the substance was reduced to china clay did it retain the elements of a 
mineral? Those points involved difficult geological and chemical 
questions. I cannot imagine any litigant embarking on an inquiry of 
that sort without calling to his assistance the best advocates he could 
obtain, and a sufficiency of them. Counsel may be right in saying 
that the costs of preparing a case are better left to a tribunal which 
has not tried the action, and therefore they are better dealt with 
in the taxing-office. But that is not so as to the manner in which the 
case should be conducted in court, upon which the court is a better 
judge than the taxing-master. Now, I take the words of Vaughan 
Williams, L.J.. in Denaby and Cadeby Collieries v. Yorkshire Miners’ 
Association (23 Times L. R. 635), and, turning them round, I say 
if I had been in the taxing-master’s place I should certainly have 
allowed three counsel. Then the question arises whether I am satisfied 
with the taxing-master’s reasons. He savs the case was not of such 
complexity as to justify three counsel. I think I am better able to 
decide that point, and I hold, therefore, that there were sufficient 
complications for that purpose. Then he goes on to state that the 
applicants and the company were co-defendants, and that the same 
relief was sought against both. Lord Clifden was put in a difficult 
position, and had to consider whether he should leave the matter in 
the hands of the company or should fight his own battle. He was 
justified in saying that he was not going to run any risk of finding 
something left undone which was necessary to support his case. If 
a defendant says, ‘“‘I will fight my own battle,’’ why should I be 
influenced by the fact that another defendant is fighting his own case? 
I feel very strongly as to the difficulties of the case, and have come 
to the conclusion that the taxation ought to be reviewed. I therefore 
send the matter back to the taxing-master with an intimation that three 
counsel should be allowed. With regard to the other point, the iseve 
raised was whether china clay was 4 mineral. The defendants did 





not know how the case would be put by the plaintiffs, and it was 
necessary to have evidence ready from every point of view, and to 
be prepared with expert witnesses, including geologists, mineralogists 
and chemists. The defendant Lord Clifden thought it unnecessary to 
call three witnesses who had assisted him in his case, and the costs 
of these were disallowed. The master said : ‘“‘I do not think I ought 
to allow the costs of further uncalled witnesses.’’ With all respect 
to the master, I cannot extract any reason from that statement. It 
was obviously not because the witnesses were not called, nor because 
there were too many, only eight being called. Under these circum- 
stances I must send the matter back to the taxing-master for him to 
state his reasons for the disallowance. The applicant will have the 
costs of the two summonses in any event.—CounseL, Upjohn, K.C., and 
Christopher James; P. Lawrence, K.C., and Howard Wright. 
Soticitors, Walker & Martineau; R. R. Nelson. 
[Reported by 8. E. Wrtt1ams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
LLANGATTOCK +..WATNEY, COMBE, REID, & CO. (LIM.). 
A. T. Lawrence, J. 12th July. 


LicensInc—CoMPENSATION CHARGE—DeEpUCTION FROM RENT—‘‘ UNEX- 
PIRED TERM ’’—REVERSIONARY LEASE—LICENSING Act, 1904 (4 Ep. 7, 
c. 23), s. 3 (3) and scHepute IT. 


The ‘‘ unexpired term’’ mentioned in Schedule II. to the Licensing 
Act, 1904, according to the length of which is calculated the deduction 
that may be made from rent in respect of the compensation charge, means 
the period of time during which a person has the power to occupy the 
premises by himself or his tenants, and so to enjoy the benefits of the 
licence. This ‘“‘unexpired term,’ therefore, will include, besides the 
term of an existing tenancy, the terms of a reversionary lease to com- 
mence on the day next but one after the expiration of the existing 
tenancy. 


This was an action for one quarter’s rent due in respect of the tenancy 
of two public-houses, after deducting income tax under Schedule A, and 
a proportion of the compensation charge deducted by reason of section 
3 (3) and Schedule II. to the Licensing Act, 1904. The parties, by 
agreement, stated a case for the opinion of the court on the point of law 
upon which the decision of the actions depended, viz., as to what, on the 
facts of these cases, was the meaning to be given to the term “ unex- 
pired term’’ in Schedule II. to the Licensing Act, 1304. By section 3 
(3) of the Act : ‘“‘ Such deductions from rent as are set out in the Second 
Schedule to this Act may, notwithstanding any agreement to the con- 
trary, be made by any licence-holder who pays a charge under this sec- 
tion, and also by any person from whose rent a deduction is made in 
respect of the payment of such a charge.”’? By Schedule II. to the Act : 
‘* A person whose unexpired term does not exceed one year may deduct 
a sum equal to 100 per cent. of the charge; two years may deduct a sum 
equal to 88 per cent. of the charge,’ and so on, the amount of the 
percentage decreasing as the length of the unexpired term increases. 
‘“. . . But the amount deducted shall in no case exceed half the 
rent.’ The facts and arguments of the case appear from the written 
and considered judgment of A. T. Lawrence, J., which was as follows : 

A. T. Lawrence, J. :—This is a special case stated by consent of the 
parties to determine a question which has arisen between them as to the 
true construction of a provision of the Licensing Act, 1904. The 
plaintiff is the owner and the defendants are the lessees, with sub- 
tenants in actual possession, of two licensed houses known as The 
Queen and The Roebuck. The lease of The Queen expires upon the 
25th of December, 1909; the lease of The Roebuck expires on the 25th 
of December, 1917. On the 2nd of August, 1895, reversionary leases of 
both houses were in consideration of certain premiums granted by the 
plaintiff to the defendants, commencing in each case on the day next but 
one after the expiration of the existing lease. Under the Licensing Act, 
1904, a compensation charge has been imposed by the court of quarter 
sessions of £30 in respect of the licence of The Queen, and of £40 in 
respect of the licence of The Roebuck. A quarter’s rent of each houre 
is now due from the defendants to the plaintiff. The defendants seek 
to make deductions from the rents in respect of these compensation 
charges. ft is not disputed that they are entitled to do so by virtue of 
section 3 (3) of the Licensing Act, 1904. The question in dispute is as 
to the amount so to be deducted. The defendants contend that for 
this purpose their interests under the reversionary leases should be 
ignored. and regard be had to their interest under the original leases 
only. The difference in the amount to be deducted, if the defendants’ 
view prevails, is very considerable, as, according to the plaintiff’s con- 
tention, it is limited to 7 per cent. of the charge, whereas the defendants 
make it 88 per cent. of the one charge and 45 per cent. of the other. The 
question is one of some difficulty. The Act provides that the person 
from whose rent a deduction is made may make such deductions from 
rent as are set out in the second schedule, and the schedule provides 
that a person whose “‘ unexpired term ’’ does not exceed two years may 
deduct a sum equal to 88 per cent. of the charge. The defendants con- 
tend that the word ‘‘term”’ should receive a technical interpretation,- 
meaning an estate in the premises known to the law as a lease or term 
of years, and that the reversionary leases which they hold in the pre- 
mises are not ‘‘terms’’ in this sense. The defendants’ interest 
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each of the reversionary leases is no doubt an interesse termini, and not 
a term of years. If this were a real property statute, or one dealing 
with the incidents of real estate, I think that this contention of the 
defendants would be correct ; but it is not, it is a statute dealing entirely 
with licences. The scheme of the statute is to provide a fund out of 
which to compensate persons interested in licences, the renewal of which 
is refused for the supposed good of the community. Inasmuch as the 
custom of the house so closed is supposed to become distributed amongst 
those houses which remain licensed, the persons interested in the latter 
are called upon to provide the compensation fund in certain proportions. 
Occupation of the house is necessary in order to enjoy the benefits of 
the licence, so the schedule makes those whose occupation is the more 
remote contribute the less towards the fund. Those who have the right 
to occupy in a year or less time pay the whole of the charge. This 
schedule seems to me to have no concern with rights of distress or other 
incidents of real property; when it says the ‘‘ unexpired term”’ it 
merely means the period of time during which the person has the power 
to occupy the premises by himself—or his tenants—and so to enjoy the 
benefits of the licence. In the body of the Act the phrase used is: 
‘Persons interested in the licensed premises.’’ I think the defendants 
are persons interested in the licensed premises for the period of the 
present and the reversionary leases. The day intervening between the 
existing and the reversionary leases is inserted to preserve the power 
of distress, &c. It is not intended to be acted upon bv the lessor’s 
entering and occupying, or as would be necessary if he did, obtaining a 
transfer and making a re-transfer of the licences. To give the word 
‘‘term’’ the meaning the defendants contend for would defeat the 
intention of the statute by imposing the burden upon the person who 
could not reap the benefit. The word ‘‘term”’ standing by itself is not 
a technical expression. The word has many meanings. In this schedule 
I think it refers to the period of time during which the interest in the 
premises of the person making the deduction remains unexpired. I 
think, therefore. that the plaintiff’s contention is correct, and I give 
judgment for the plaintiff with costs.—Counset, Macmorran, K.C., 
Ryde and Konstan, for the plaintiff; PR. B. D. Acland, K.C., and Bruce 
Williamson, for the defendants. Soticrrors, Johnson, Long & Co.; A. 
Holte Macpherson. 
[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re BENOIST. Fr parte THE DEBTOR. Phillimore, J. 7th July. 


Banxruptcy—Practice—APPLICATION TO ExPUNGE Proor—Lucvs 
Stanpr or Destor—Scueme oF ARRANGEMENT—BANKRupPTCY ACT, 
1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), scHEDULE 2, R. 25 


A debtor has no locus standi to apply to expunge a proof unless there 
is a proposal for a composition or scheme of arrangement actually lodged 
with the official receiver at the time when the debtor’s application comes 
on for hearing. 

In this case the debtor had lodged a proposal for a composition 
or scheme of arrangement with the official receiver, and before any 
meeting of creditors had been held to vote upon the scheme he served 
the notice of motion in the present application to expunge the proof of a 
creditor. At the creditors’ meeting the scheme was not accepted. The 
debtor then began to prepare another proposal for a composition or 
scheme of arrangement, but when this avplication first came on for 
hearing on the 7th of July he had not yet lodged the proposal with the 
official receiver. Upon the motion coming on for hearing, counsel for 
the respondent took the objection that the debtor had no locus standi 
to apply to expunge a proof, because there was no proposal for a com- 
position or scheme of arrangement in existence. Counsel for the debtor 
undertook that the proposal should be lodged with the official receiver 
forthwith, and it. was so lodged before 1 p.m. on the 7th of July. 

Puitimore, J.. said that he desired to inquire into the practice 
before deciding whether, under the circumstances, the debtor had any 
locus standi to make the application. 

July 19.—Puitumore, J., stated that the question was one of con- 
siderable difficulty, and as it was difficult, he thought it best to follow 
the exact words of rule 25 of the second schedule of the Bankruptcy 
Act. 1883. ‘‘ The court mav also expunge or reduce a proof upon the 
application of a creditor if the trustee declines to interfere in the 
matter ; or, in the case of a composition or scheme. upon the application 
of the debtor.’’ Following those words exactly, he could not construe 
them to mean ‘‘in the case of an anticipated composition or scheme.” 
and he held that the objection must succeed. It was true that in the 
case of Re Bluck (35 W. R. 720, 4 Morrell 273) Cave, J., had allowed a 
debtor to apply to expunge a proof after a scheme had been rejected by 
the creditors, but there were very special circumstances in that case, 
because the scheme had been rejected by reason of the weight of the 
vote of the creditor whose proof it was sought to expunge. The 
practice had been carefully looked into by Mr. Registrar Hope, and he 
had only been able to find one case where a debtor had been allowed to 
apply to expunge when there was no scheme in existence, and that was 
an unreported case of Re R. H. Baker in August, 1907. where Bigham, 
J., had allowed the debtor to apply, but had dismissed his application 
on the merits. The debtor’s application was therefore dismissed, and 
the respondent was allowed to add the costs of the application to his 
proof.—Counset, Frank Mellor; Schiller. Sotacrrorns, H. H. Wells & 
Son; W. O. Vizard. 

[Reported by P. M. Fraycez, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Societies. 


Gloucestershire and Wiltshire Incorporated 
Law Society. 


The annual general meeting of this society (established in 1817 and 
incorporated in 1884) was held at the Bell Hotel, Gloucester, on 
Wednesday, the 14th of July, 1909. 

Those present included Mr. J. P. Wilton Haines (Gloucester), 
president; Mr. W. H. Mellersh (Cheltenham), vice-president; Messrs, 
A. J. Morton Ball, F. G. Playne, R. H. Smith, E. N. Witchell (Stroud), 
H. Bevir (Wootton Bassett), G. S. Blakeway, F. H. Bretherton, C. G. 
Clutterbuck, E. T. Gardom, H. W. Grimes, J. W. Haines, N. D, 
Haines, F. H. Hole, F. W. Jones, J. H. Jones, W. H. Madge, C, 
Scott, R. P. Sumner, H. M. Taynton, F. Treasure, G. T. Wellington, 
G. Whitcombe (Gloucester), H. J. Francillon, J. G. Wenden (Dursley), 
E. Francis (Stow-on-the-Wold), J. W. Guise (Newnham), W. G. 
Gurney, J. B. Winterbotham (Cheltenham), E. W. Kendall (Bourton-on- 
the-Water), W. H. Kinneir, S. B. Morrison (Swindon), J. Mullings, E, 
C. Sewell, H. St. G. Rawlins (Cirencester), A. E. Smith, G. H. P, 
Smith (Nailsworth), with Mr. Herbert H. Scott (hon. secretary). 

Appointments for the year were made as follows :—President, Mr, 
W. H. Mellersh (Cheltenham); vice-president, Mr. W. H. Kinneir 
(Swindon) ; trustees, Messrs. R. Ellett, C. Scott, W. Warman, and H. 
Bevir ; committee, Messrs. A. J. Morton Ball, H. J. Francillon, W. G, 
Gurney, R. McLaren, A. E. Smith, A. E. Withy, J. W. Guise, and J. 
H. Jones; Library Committee, Messrs. H. Bevir, N. D. Haines, H. J. 
Taynton, W. H. Madge, A. H. G. Heelas, and J. B. Winterbotham. 

Reference was made to and regret expressed at the death of the late 
Mr. John Bryan, of Gloucester, president of the society in 1899, and 
for many years until his retirement from practice a trustee of the 
society and an active member of the committee. 

Gratuities were voted for the relief of necessitous persons to the 
total amount of £132 10s. 

After the meeting the members lunched at the Bell Hotel, and then 
proceeded up the River Severn on the Berkeley Castle to Deerhurst, 
where a visit was made to the church and ancient Saxon chapel. 

The society now has 140 members, solicitors practising in Gloucester- 
shire and Wiltshire. 








The Finance Bill, 1909. 


” The following report has been issued by the General Council of the 
ar :— 

1. The Council consider that it is in the first instance necessary to 
state the nature and extent of the questions which by Part I. of the 
Bill are left to the determination of the Commissioners, that is, the 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue (cl. 74 (3)). It should be remem- 
bered that s. 1 of the Inland Revenue Regulation Act, 1890, provides 
that these Commissioners shall hold office during His Majesty's 
pleasure, and shall in the exercise of their duty be subject to the 
authority, direction, and control of the Treasury, and shall obey all 
orders and instructions which have been or may be issued to them in 
that behalf by the Treasury. 

All the taxes or duties imposed by Part I., are based on the values, 
or increase in values, of land (which term includes minerals) or 
interests in land. These values have to be determined by valuations, 
most of which are necessarily elaborate, and to a large extent of a novel 
character. It follows that the amount to be levied in respect of these 
taxes depends in every case on the valuations. The effect of the Bill 
is to leave the determination of all these valuations (including many 
subsidiary matters on which the valuations depend) to the Commis- 
sioners. The powers given by the Bill to the Commissioners in regard 
to making mat hy and the consequent assessment of duty, may 
be summarised as follows :— 


A. As to Increment Vatue Dory. 


By ss. 1 and 2, this is a duty of 20 per cent. on the amount by 
which the ‘‘ site value ’’ of the land at the time when the duty is leviable 
exceeds the ‘‘ original site value.’’ 

By ss. 1, 2 and 15 a similar duty is imposed on the amount by 
which the ‘‘ capital value’’ of any minerals at the time when the 
duty is leviable exceeds the “original capital value ’’ of such minerals. 

The Commissioners are empowered :— 

(a) To determine and if necessary apportion the 
value ’’ (ss. 16, 17 and s. 2 (3)). 

(b) To determine the “site value’’ at th® time when the duty 
is leviable (s. 2 (2) and (3) and s. 21). 

(c) To determine the “original capital value of the minerals” 
(ss. 15, 16, 17 and 18). 

(d) To determine the ‘‘ capital value’’ of the minerals at the 
time the duty is leviable (s. 18). 

(e) To decide what are minerals, and whether they exist in any 
particular case. This is involved in (c) (d) and (f). 

(f) To decide the amount of the duty payable and the allowances 
to be made, having regard to the amount of duty paid on previous 
occasions (s. 3 and s. 8 (4)); 

and (g) To decide on what pieces of land the duty is to be 
assessed (s. 19). 
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B. As to Reversion Dury. 
By s. 7, this is a duty of 10 per cent. on ‘‘ the value of the benefit 
accruing to the lessor by reason of the determination of a lease.’’ 
The Commissioners are empowered— 
(a) To decide what is the value of this benefit (s. 9). 
(6) To assess the duty (s. 9). 
(c) To decide what allowance (if any) should be made on 
account of a previous payment of increment value duty (s. 8 (4)). 
C. As to Unpevetorep Lanp Dury. 
By s. 10 this is an annual percentage on the ‘‘site value’ 
mined at periodical intervals of five years (s. 18). 
The Commissioners are empowered— 
(a) To determine the “ site value”’ from time to time (s. 18). 
(5) To assess the duty (s. 13). 
(c) To decide whether or not the land is ‘‘ undeveloped land.” 
This appears to follow from (a) and (0). 
(d) To decide what exemptions and allowances should be made 
from the duty (s. 11). 
' x es decide on what pieces of land the duty is to be assessed 


as deter- 


D. As to Minerat Ricuts Dury. 

By s. 12, this is an annual percentage on the ‘‘ capital value’’ of the 
minerals as determined at periodical intervals of five years (s. 18). 

The Commissioners are empowered— 

(a) To determine the “‘ capital value’’ of the minerals (ss. 15, 
16, 17 and 18). 

(b) To assess the duty (ss. 13 and 19). 

(c) To decide what are minerals and whether they exist in any 
particular case. This is involved in (a) and (0). 

2. There is no provision in the Bill entitling the person interested in 
the decision of the Commissioners to appear before such Commissioners, 
either in person, or by counsel, or by solicitors. 

3. In the next place it is necessary to consider in what cases and to 
what tribunal an appeal lies. 

* on cases (mentioned later) the decision of the Commissioners 
is final, 

In those cases in which an appeal is allowed the only appeal given 
by the Bill as drafted (as will be seen from the statement of the 
provisions of ss. 22 and 23 hereinafter contained) is to a referee who 
is to be an official appointed by the Government of the day, and paid 
such remuneration as the Treasury direct. 

The jurisdiction of the courts is ousted for all purposes except in 
such cases as the referee may think fit to state a case upon a question of 
law for the opinion of the court. 

Although many important questions of principle will doubtless arise 
in the course of determining the proper values under the Bill, it is 
at least doubtful whether such questions can, strictly speaking, be 
said to be questions of law within the meaning of s. 22 (3). 

4. On the following matters the decision of the Commissioners is 
final, and no appeal lies :— 

(a) The character of parks, gardens and open spaces, and of 
athletic grounds for purposes of exemption from undeveloped land 
duty (s. 11 (3)); 

(6) the reasonableness of legal restraints by covenant upon the 
user of land affecting total value and site value (s. 14 (3)); 

(c) total or site value of land where the owner has made no 
return (s. 22 (1) (A)). 

5. By s. 22 of the Bill it is proposed to enact :— 

(a) That any person aggrieved may appeal against the decision 
of the Commissioners as to matters in which an appeal lies within 
such time and in such manner as may be provided by rules made 
for the purpose by the Treasury (s. 22 (1)). 

(b) That the appeal is to be heard by a special referee whose 
decision is to be final (s. 22 (2)). 

(c) That such referee may, if he thinks fit, state a case upon 
any question of law (s. 22 (3)). 

And by s. 23 it is proposed to enact :— 

(d) That the King may appoint any person having experience 
in the valuation of land to act as referee. 

(e) That there shall be paid out of moneys provided by Parlia- 
ment to every referee appointed under this section such fees or 
remuneration as the Treasury direct. 

6. There is no provision in the Bill entitling an appellant against the 
decision of the Commissioners to appear before the referee, either in 
person, or by counsel, or by solicitors. 

_ 7. The statements contained in paragraph 1 of this report sufficiently 
indicate the nature of the questions which the Commissioners, or in case 
of appeal the referee, will have to decide, and the Council do not 
consider it necessary in this report to dwell upon the great importance 
of such questions to landowners and mortgagees, as this has already 
been widely and publicly discussed in the House of Commons and 
elsewhere. 

_ 8. Having regard to the numerous and serious questions which will 
inevitably arise under Part I. of the Bill, the Council consider it of 
the utmost importance in the interests of the large class of persons 
affected that in all cases (including the cases enumerated in paragraph 4 
of this report) there should be an appeal from the decision of the 
Commissioners, and that the tribunal of appeal should not consist of 
@ person appointed by and apparently holding cffice at the will and 
pleasure of the Crown, but that all persons whose interests are affected 
should be able to bring such questions before one of the recognised 


' judicial tribunals of the country. It is obviously objectionable (if 
not unconstitutional) that the taxing authority or its nominees should 
become the sole authority to determine the amount of and principle 
upon which the taxes are to be levied. The Council consider that it 
is altogether wrong that the powers of appealing to the High Court 
and county court afforded by section 50 of the Succession Duty Act, 
1853, imported into the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1885, 
should be excluded, as proposed by s. 6 (3) and s. 9 (4) of the Bill. 

9. Should, however, the constitution of the tribunal of appeal remain 
as suggested, the Council consider it essential in the interests of the 
persons affected that every person interested should have the right 
to appear before the Commissioners and before the tribunal of appeal, 
and be heard before such tribunal and in the same manner as in a 
court of justice. 

10. It will be observed (vide s. 22) that it is proposed that the 
manner and time in which appeals are to be heard are to be regulated 
by rules framed by the Treasury. It is unlikely that when such rules 
are promulgated they will be found to contain any provision for 
allowing professional assistance to appellants. The question of such 
assistance has, in the case of taxes such as the income tax and land 
tax, been expressly dealt with by statute. The assistance of a legal 
adviser is apparently allowed in the case of an appeal against an 
assessment to land tax. In the case of income tax (which includes for 
this purpose house tax). the position is different. The Taxes Manage- 
ment Act, 1880, enacted that ‘‘no barrister, solicitor, or attorney, or 
any person practising the law, shall be allowed to plead before the 
General Commissioners ’’ (corresponding to the new referee) ‘‘ on appeal 
for the appellant or officers, either viva voce or by writing.”” The 
Finance Act, 1898, takes away this prohibition, making it lawful for 
the Commissioners to allow professional assistance to appellants, but 
giving appellants no right to insist on being represented. The Revenue 
Act, 1903, enacts that in any case where the General Commissioners 
refuse to permit a barrister or solicitor to plead before them, the 
appellant may, in lieu of proceeding with the appeal before the General 
Commissioners, appeal to a special income tax tribunal, which is 
enjoined by the Act to hear appellant by his counsel or solicitor. 
This tribunal would, of course, not be available in the case of appeals 
against assessments to the new taxes. And in the absence of express 
provisions on the subject by statute or statutory rules, the referee 
would, it is conceived, in matters coming before him adopt the 
traditional rule of the civil service and give audience only to the 
appellant in person, although prepared to correspond as to any matters 
within his province with the agents of persons concerned. Putting aside 
altogether the question of professional interest, the case for insuring 
that an appellant shall be at liberty to have professional assistance in 
the court of the referee is overwhelmingly strong. The Crown will be 
represented before the referee by a highly-trained expert in tax law—a 
surveyor or inspector of taxes—whose business it will be to defend an 
assessment made by himself. To have upon the other side without legal 
assistance an appellant who, more often than not, would have no skill 
in advocacy, and little or no knowledge of tax law, would, in the 
nature of things, make a proper ‘consideration of the case impossible. 

11. Should none of the above suggestions be accepted, the Council 
consider that at least the Commissioners and referee should be given 
power to permit a barrister or solicitor to plead before them either for 
the appellant or the officers of the Crown, as was provided in s. 16 of 
the Finance Act, 1898, repealing s. 57 (9) of the Taxes Management 
Act, 1880. 

12. Further, as the referee will have to consider and determine 
serious and difficult questions as to the principle upon which land is to 
be valued, the Council consider that in any case the referee should be 
bound, upon the request of any person interested, to state a case upon 
any such question for the determination thereof by the High Court, or» 
in cases where the amount concerned is small by the county court. 

For the above reasons the Council are of opinion that the Bill ought 
to be amended in the following respects :— 

(a) By removing the restrictions as to the right to appeal 
contained in ss. 11 (3), 14 (3), and 22 (1) (a), and by giving an 
express right of appeal in the cases dealt with by such sections. 

(b) By providing that in every case there shall be an appeal from 
the decisions of the Commissioners under Part I. of the Bill, and 
that such appeal shall be to the High Court, or in cases where the 
amount concerned is small to the county court, instead of to a 
referee. 

(c) If the provision for appeal to a referee should remain in the 
Bill, by inserting a provision in the Bill that every person 
interested should be entitled as of right to be heard before such 
referee in the same manner as in a court of justice. 

(d) If the last-mentioned ghee should not be accepted, that 
power should be given both to the Commissioners and to the 
referee to permit a barrister or solicitor to plead before them. 

(e) If appeals are to be heard by a referee, that such referee 
should be bound to state a case upon any question of law or 
principle arising during the course of the reference, if desired to do 
so by any party appearing before him. 

12th July, 1909. 





The following resolutions were passed at the annual general meeting 
of the Gloucestershire and Wiltshire Law Society at Gloucester on the 


14th inst. :— 
1, That apart from the political principles underlying the provisions 
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of the Bill and the further special taxation of land there are disadvan- 
tages and practical difficulties which will inevitably be caused if the 
land clauses of the Bill are passed in their present form. 

2. Among the disadvantages to be anticipated under the present 
terms of the Bill may be suggested :—(a) Considerable increase of 
expense and trouble in dealing with all land, whether vacant or built 
upon, and whether liable to any of the proposed taxes or not; (b) a 
decrease in the value of land generally; (c) a diminution in the number 
of transactions in land and diffidence in investing in mortgage; (d) a 
congestion at Somerset House, preventing the omuaidies of business ; (e) 
the Bill provides that. new taxes on land shall take precedence of exist- 
ing incumbrances. This will prove detrimental to mortgagees; (f) the 
investigation by public officials of an enormous number of cases yielding 
no return, or no adequate return, for the public time involved. 

3. Among the practical difficulties to be anticipated are the follow- 
ing :—(a) hes every transaction by way of sale of land or any interest 
in land or of a lease for fourteen or more years, correspondence with 
the Inland Revenue authorities, valuations, preparation and passing of 
accounts will be necessary, all entailing great additional trouble and 
expense to individuals; (4) the detention of purchasers’ title deeds 
at Somerset House while the question of increment duty is being dealt 
with; (c) the taxes are to be based on valuations of a most intricate 
nature, any questions on which will be determined by officials, without 
any right of appeal on the part of the taxpayer to a court of law. 

4. proposed doubling of the present ad valorem stamp duty on 
conveyances will prove a serious hindrance to conveyancing transactions, 
and especially to the purchase by working men of their houses and the 
distribution of land among small proprietors. 








Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. Georce Joun Tarsot, K.C., has been appointed an additional 
member of the General Council of the Bar, to represent the Parliamen- 
tary Bar. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Percy Brasy, Georce ALEXANDER MACDONALD, and ALEXANDER 
Mortiock WALLER, solicitors (Braby & Macdonald), Dacre House, 
Arundel-street, Strand, London,. June 30. The said Percy Braby and 
Alexander Mortlock Waller will continue to practise together in part- 
nership at. Dacre House aforesaid, under the style of Braby & Waller; 
the said George Alexander Macdonald will practise in his own name at 
Westinghouse Building, 2 and 3, Norfolk-street, Strand, London. 


Joun Camm Hotmes and Ernest Epwarp Wicax, solicitors (John 
Holmes, Son, & Wigan), 34, Clement’s-lane, Lombard-street, London. 
June 30. The said John Camm Holmes will carry on the business cf 
John Holmes & Son at 34, Clement’s-lane aforesaid. 


ALBERT AmBROSE StRoNG and Witt1am Guy Mercer, solicitors 
(Strong, Mercer, & Co.), 70, Gracechurch-street, London. June 30. 


A. Grimwoop TayLor, Goprrey Mostey, and 8. G. Taytor, solicitors 
(Taylor, Simpson, & Mosley), Derby. June 30. So far as concerns 
Mr. Adolphus Grimwood Taylor, who retires from the said firm. 

[Gazette, July 16. 


Ricuarp Francis Henry Kinc and Epwarp Hopes HEE Is, solicitors 
(King & Heelis), 23, Bucklersbury, London. June 24. 


ALEXANDER News and Hersert HoLianp, solicitors (Neill & Hol- 
land), Bradford. July 17. 


Cuartes Rospins, Samvet Bitirnc, and WittiAmM JosePH Rossins, 
solicitors (Robbins, Billing, & Co.), 218, Strand, London. May 28. 
The said Charles Robbins and William Joseph Robbins will in future 
practise at the same address in conjunction with Mr. James Olivey and 
Mr. Robert Lake, under the style of Robbins & Co.; the said Samuel 
Billing will in future practise at 20, Essex-street, Strand, under the 
style of Billing & Co. (Gazette, July 20. 


General. 


Mr. M. C. Buszard, K.C., Recorder of Leicester, in addressing the 
grand jury at Leicester Quarter Sessions, says the 7'imes, deprecated 
the fact that no fewer than sixty business men had been summoned 
that day to dispose of four or five miserable cases, not one of which 

robably would require the intervention of the petty jury. There were 
in the course of the year twelve criminal courts of sessions and assizes 
held in the county and borough of Leicester, and each of these courts 
necessitated the summoning of twenty-three grand and thirty-six petty 
jurors. He could not help thinking that a great reform would be 
effected by the amalgamation of those courts into one court for the 
whole of the county and borough. This would mean a great saving of 
jurymen’s time, and, if the jurisdiction of the court were enlarged, a 
great seving, of the time of the judges would also be effected. In the 
event of such an amalgamation as he suggested taking place he believed 
the criminal business of the county could be dealt with by six courts 
a year instead of twelve, 





When two prisoners had been sentenced to three years’ penal servi- 
tude for attempting to obtain five shillings by representing a ring to 
be gold when it was in reality worth threepence, one of them, says the 
Evening Standard, exclaimed to the judge: ‘‘ But you cannot do it, 
It was only. an attempt.’’ The judge replied, ‘‘1 believe you are 
right about that,’’ and altered the sentence to two years’ imprisonment 
with hard labour. 


A stable cat is necessary (per Cozens-Hardy, M.R.), remarks the 
Law Quarterly Review, but not therefore harmless if it bites a man 
whose employment brings him to the stable in the ordinary course of 
his day’s work. The case is within the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
and the ownership of the cat seems immaterial, the only material 
point being that it is part of the establishment. Rowland v. Wright 
(1909, 1 K. B. 963, C.A.). ‘Neither the employer nor the man 
expected the cat to bite, but the man’s duties took him into the place 
where the cat was.’’ Semble, the court takes judicial notice that no 
stable is complete without a cat. 


Lord Gorell will move, when the Committee stage of the County 
Courts Bill is reached in the Lords, that the Bar have an exclurive 
right of audience in cases where more than £100 is at stake. This 
amendment, says a writer in the Daily Telegraph, is presumably 
designed to compensate the Bar for the coming of the solicitor-advocate. 
But it is not likely that the profession will be mollified by this eon- 
cession. The logic of the proposal is at fault, for if a solicitor is fit 
to conduct a £100 action, he is equally competent to cope with an action 
where £101 is claimed ; and the safeguard is, moreover, illusory. There 
is nothing to prevent its being swept away by the next County Courts 
measure. 


On Tuesday last in the House of Commons, Captain Morrison- 
Bell asked the First Lord of the Treasury if his attention had been 
drawn to the announcement by the Royal Commissioners on the Land 
Transfer Acts that throughout their inquiry very little evidence had 
been advanced with reference to the desirability of an extension of the 
present system, either by private persons interested in land or by 
representative public bodies; and whether, under these circumstances, 
the further extension of the system of compulsory land registry, as 
indicated in the Finance Bill, could be strictly limited? Mr. Asquith 
said : My attention has been called to the announcement referred to in 
the question. I understand that it was issued with the object of 
eliciting the views of representative public bodies and private indivi- 
duals as to the desirability of an extension of the existing system of 
land registration; and until the response to this circular is known and 
the Commission has issued its report, it would be obviously irregular 
and premature to draw any deductions*as to the weight and tendency 
of the evidence presented to the Commission. 


In the House of Commons, on the 19th inst., in reply to questions 
from Mr. Fell and Mr. Pike Pease, Mr. Hobhouse said: My right 
hon. friend did not mean to imply in his remarks on the 14th inst. that 
it was proposed under the Finance Bill to create immediately local 
registries of title to land, but that one of the rerults of the measure 
would be the gradual establishment of a system of local land registra- 
tion in this country. The questions put by the hon. members are 
therefore premature. I may, however, explain that at the same time 
my right hon. friend stated that local Inland Revenue offices will have 
to be established in important centres, such as Liverpool, Birmingham, 
&c., in order that it may not be necessary for aii transactions in respect 
of increment duty to be dealt with at Somerset House. Mr. Fell asked 
how it would be possible to have land registration without first estab- 
lishing a land registry. Mr. Hobhouse said there seemed to be some 
little confusion of thought between registration of title and the 
stamping of documents, and his answer would, he hoped, clear up 
misapprehension. Lord R. Cecil asked whether there would be no 
registration of documents subjected to stamping. Mr. Hobhouse said 
there would be local offices at which instruments could be stamped anda 
central registry for title to land. 

Is an advertisement hoarding ‘‘offensive’’? asks a writer in the 
Law Quarterly Review. Nowadays artistic genius spends itself largely 
on pictorial posters, and some of the best picture galleries are to be 
found in our streets. Half the gaiety of life would be gone with the 
advertisement hoarding. But the question in Nussey v. Provincial 
Bill-Posting Co. and Eddison (1909, 1 Ch. 734, C.A.) was one not 
quite so much at large. It turned on the wording of a restrictive 
covenant. Some building land at Leeds bad been laid out as a residential 
estate under the name of ‘‘ Headingley Gardens,’’ and in each of the 
conveyances of the various lots the purchaser had covenanted ‘‘ that no 
bricks should at any time be burnt upon the lots or any of them and 
no building should be erected thereon to be used for manufacturing 
purposes, for the carrying on of any noisy, noisome, offensive or 
dangerous trade or calling.’’ Such being the situation, what one of 
the purchasers had done was to put up a permanent hoarding 156 feet 
long and 15 feet high and let it out to a billposting company, who 
placarded it with advertisements. This was the alleged breach. The 
hoarding was a “ building,’’ ‘the billposting an “‘ offensive trade,’’ so 
the Master of the Rolls and Buckley, L.J., thought. Fletcher Moulton, 
L.J., dissented on both points, but more especially on the interpretation 
of “offensive.” ‘‘I cannot help protesting,’ said the Lord Justice, 
“against the process of arriving at the true meaning of words in 
common use by etymological reasoning based on their derivation.” 
The process is one with which we are only too familiar. ‘‘ Villain,” 


] for instance, how far it has wandered from its primitive source !—or 
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not M Ss rested to be heara Jaly 27. Bishop, Stoke Newing on rd, solor for petners. London Gazette.—Faivay, July 2. 
ctive - directed to" ve heard daly 30 Tavst, Lep—Petn for winding up. presented July 14, | Anas, Jonx, Ramsgate, Timber Merchant August 16 Robinson, Ramsgate 
ntial for petners. "Netioe Of vocation ar & Johnson, Union ot, O84 Broad et, eulors | 4 ’ Emity, Shetlield’ July 12 i & Denton, Sheffield’ 
: ‘ . ce of appearing must reach the above named not later'than 6 | Rite kiousen 4 pam 

> the o'clock in the afternoon of July 26. Batu, KicuarD, Southport July 31 Wilmot & Hodge, Soutpport 
aa Ravn nag Bh Cumsnoas Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented July 14, di A to, Bosses, | <a Starxis Letrerews, Winstanley Hall, Lancs August16 Pace & 
and Dewsbury, solora for wp Mm Nodes at pm oat, Bite Bh the —e & Co | Brawn, Joun, Bradford, August 9 Wright & Co, Bradford 
ving Shorter Foseeeee On ee gfterncon ot July 27 vousmen Bowss, Huasear. Covstsors, Castletowa rd, West Kensington July 28 Wansey & Co, 
e or vs , Lro—Petn for winding up, presented July 13, di Y 
.« to be heard Jaly 7. _Heluen, King st, Cheapaide, > — y Bee Donnowe, Senne Arcee, Bennett Park, Blackheath August1 Walker & Co, Theo- 
feet mit . = ‘named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of | Cansnow, Jane, Shanklin, Lof W August 18 Joyce, N TotW 

who #RSAL TALKING Macwrwe Co, Lrp—Petn for winding nu Canroatt, Haysy, North gens Jehneen, Werth Stialie 

The tp tere fh. foil Morley, Finsbary 83. solor for phy we 4 of, Cuented Canema, Wuaten Sere moe Mt Haven, Pembroke August 1 Eaton & Co, 
a0 Vic Man Co'L ah ts a eget ee : img = the omnes of July 30 Cnase, Hexar Have.ocx, New Brunswick, Canada, Master Mariner July 31 Doughty 

f - Toomas, Manc . } r, Manchester 
ton, stovenamed not leet © sclank ie tie ai oF ag ae ne ae mmch HS | Ounammns, Gathn, MoM, Pt Anguat 14, Jone & Kendzich. Weems Gses 
ne HURCHYaRD. Rospert Leman, ¥ i 
stice, County Patatine or Lancastsr, an & o, Berners st, — ™ 4 2 Greenwell 
ls in : Laurrep mm Cuanczry. nex, Macnus Arras, Liverpool July 31 Ccrnish, 
wa Mountarm & <t8 Cox, Rev Tuomas, Croydon August 9 land & Hutchinson, 
jon.” esteusaba ne, a eh tor winding up, directed to be heard July 8, was | Caaver, Canotine, Conway, Licensed Victualler July 31 Porver and Co, Conway 
sin, ‘ . Ietane oF heard July 26, at 10.30. Slater & Co, Manchester, solors for | Cunnivanam, Fanny Woo.gr, North Shields August 14 Dees & Thompson, 
\—or je a éQesncen af po etn P= Fae the above-named not later than 2 o’clock upon Tyne Sand, Mech, © 
, px Zozrs, B.usy Bux, Hayes, Kent August3 Sandilands & Co, Fenchurch ay 
; \ 
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Eyres, Gnomes Tuomas, Carlton Club, London August 14 Johnson, New sq, 
*s inn 
Foersr, Samczt Porter, Redcliffe rd, Kensington August2 Biddle & Co, Alderman- 
b 


U0 
Foys, heres Cook, Talbot rd, Bayswater July 31 Gery & Brooks, Old Cavendish st 
Gronce, Saran Letitia, Brighton August11 Stuckey & Co, Brighton 

Gairritas, CaTHERixe, Weston super Mare Augusti4 Baker & Co, Weston super Mare 
Heapvanp, Isaperte Fanny, Oxford August9 Whitfield and Co, Surrey st, Strand 
Hicar or Caaicey, Carorine Noran, South Norwood Aug 14 Lawson & Co, Man- 


chester 
Hrs, Anna, Carlisle Augi10 Hills & Co, Queen Anne’s gate 
Hosses, Wit.1am Apert, Stratford upon Avon, Solicitor July 31 Thompson, Rugby 
Hotioway, Henry Drives, Croydon Augié Greenwell & Co, Berners st, Oxford st 
Hoven, Haroxp, Stockport, Sportsman’s Outfitter Aug’2 Hidderley, Stockport 
Irwiy, Joun, Gateshead Augi6é Gee, Newcastle on Tyne 
Inviw, JOszera Aevyey, Lancaster, Physician July 30 Holden & Co, Lancaster 
Laon, Feepericx Steruen Taywor, Hale, nr Altrincham July 25 Dunderdale & Co, 
Manches 


ter 
Le Fevvaeer, Joun Emriius, Southampton Augi2 Sharp & Co, Southampton 
Macveax, Litian Gray, Camberley July 31 Bashall, Bream’s bldgs, Chancery In 
Mawyneas, Jonx, Rt Hon Earl of Harpwicke, Southampton August 16 Walker & Co, 
Theobald’s rd, Gray's ion 


Manmixc, Jonw Deay, Buxton, nr Chorley, Lancs August 16 Wigglesworth & Son, | 


Morea, Mary, Bwichgeufford, Lilanfihangel y Croyddin, Cardigan August 7 Davies, 
Aberysstwvth 


Morey, Rost Ware, Bury, Lancs July 31 Howarth & Son, Bury 

Morten, ALFeEp, Upper Norwood August3 Burchell & Co, Victoria st 

Noarts, Henry, Rt Hon Earl of Suerriecp, Sheffield Park, Sussex August4 Kennedy 
& Co, Clement’s inn 

Oszorx, Paiuie Bartow, Moseley, Worcester August 6 Walford, Birmingham 

Petiow, Wituiam Trenane, Southampton, Surgeun-Dentist August 2v A H Emanuel, 
Southam 


pton 
Pewntxctox, Rev Lewis Taropore, Hove, Sussex Sept 29 Holmes & Co, Brighton 
Pootz, Harry, Upton St Leonards, Glous, Labourer July 31 Bonnor, Gloucester 


Repaeaod, Wittiam Laycecor, Brentford, Coal Merchant Sept 30 Maffey & Brentnall, | 


Dunstan’s bill 
Rvuaa, Mary Frances Hopgstiti. Chichester Augi8 Sowton & Co, Chichester 
Satter, Hevry, Ealing, Stockjobber Sept 1 Pilley & Mitchell, Bedford row 
Sagcent, James sen, mg Melford, Suffolk, Agricultural Implement Agent Sept 1 
Greene & Greene, Bury 8t Edmunds 
Suruiey, Arruur, Blythe Bridge, Staffs, Clerk Aug 2 Young & Co, Longton 
Suita, Epwin, Sheffield, Pen Blade Forger Aug 30 Branson & Son, Sheffield 
Syock, ay ty Liverpool rd, Islington, Builder July 31 Beyfus & Beyfus, Lincoln's 
inn 8 
Srusztey, Bessauin, Batley. York July 27 Scholefield & Co, Batley 
TaTrTersaLt, CuHartotrs, Tunbridge Wells Aug 9 Robi Co, E 
Tuomas, Bicnasp Grirritas, Menai Bridge, Anglesey, 


Bangor 
Tompson, Gronce, Bacon st, Bethnal Green Aug5 Barber & Son, Fishmonger alley 
Tovey, Grornce Cuarves, Newport, Undertaker Aug? Channing, Taunton 
Turnxr, Grorcez, Great Grimsby, Aug6é Barker, Grimsby 
——— Rex a Croydon August 3 Webbers & Duncan, Southampton blidgs, 
in 


tah 





& , sm 
Architect July 31 Jones, 


ancery 

Veriuper, Witti1am Hart, Averley, Grocer August 1 Engall & Crane, Bedford row 

Vvyse, Hagriet, Luton Auguet 5 Roe. Gray's inn sq 

Wuaerter, Hewry James Witwiam, Trafalgar sq August 10 Francis & Crookenden, 
New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Waitriz.p, Heesert, Lewes, Banker August 14 Trower & Co, New sq, Lincoln's inn 


Wixsox, ws Marske by the Sea, Yorks, General Foreman at Gas Works July 15 | 


Robson, Middlesbrough 
Wrison, Matruew, Sheffield August 30 Branson & Son, Sheffield 
‘Wisxwosts, Euma, Campden hill, Kensington July 31 Saxton & Morgan, Somerset st, 


Portman sq 
Woott, Fraxces, Peterborough August 4 Wilson, Peterborough 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 6. 
Barny, James Hewitt, Cannon st, July 31 Greenip & Co, George st 


rg 
Buiaup, Epwarp, Sandiacre, Derby, Docter Aug23 Clifton & Co, Nottingham 
Buonpe i, Maeia, Longfieet, Poole Aug 31 Hewitt & Co, Poole 


-Bumerzap, Jonx Hevey,Xoutbampton Aug2 Perkins &Co, Southampton 


Canter, Hagniet, West Kirby, Cheshire July 20 Woolcott & Co, West Kirby 
Caarrett, Epwarp, Winchfield, Hants Aug 21 Wilkinson & Co, Bedford st, Covent 


Coun, Atrazp, Berlin Aug 15 Tatham & Lousada, Old Broad st 

Couuett, Puiuir, Wimborne, Dorset July30 Dibben & Co, Wimborne 

Craxn, Anniz Wirvwax, Chalford, Glos July 31 Martin & Martin, Reading 
Daas, Janz, Iver Heath, Bucks July 31 Upperton & C», Lincoln’s inn fields 
Dataymece, Evizasera, Highburypl July 30 


inn 
Deax, Janes, Brownlow Green, Cheadle, Chester, Wheelwright July 31 Brown & Co, 


Desagwaty, Tuomas, Manchester, Butcher Augi4 Hankinson & Sons, Manchester 


Ditto“, Francis, Upper Phillimore gdns, Kenengton Augi1l Shaen & Co, Bedford row | 


Ditwoern, Isaac Bateman, Wavertree, Liverpool, Contractor Aug3 Read & Brown, 
verpoo 

Dopsworrn, Jonx Wiisox, York, Vanman Augi7 EJ & A Peters, York 

Ext, Eriza Axx, Blunham, Beds July 31 Jessupp & Son, Bedford 

E.uiott, Jonx Bayxs, Horsham Augi8 Wells & Sons, Paternoster row 

Kiwis, Joux Guaxey, Canterbury Augj6 Kingsford & Co, Canterbury 

Fietpixe, Evtex, Colwyn Bay Augil6_Pierce-Lewis, Rhyl 

Farenaw, Hargiet, Torquay Aug7 Hamlyn, Torquay 

co, Sows Wacstarrs, Highgate July 30 Thompson & Co, Raymond bldgs, 

y’s inn 


Geyrt, ag te Beacon hill, Hillmarton rd July 30 Thompson & Co, Raymond | 


G te none Vin Beacon hill, Hillm 

ExT, KatTeenine Vinorntz, i illmarton rd July 30 > - 

: pidge Gray's ra a a y Thompson & Co, Ray 
sir¥iTHs, Bexsamtx, Weymouth, Ship’s Steward Aug5 Eaton, W 

Gast, Grorce Henry, Cav , Oxford Aug 14 fr &C Collins, Heating 

Masaison, Rionarp, Crookham, Berks, Innkeeper July29 B& JC Pinniger, Newbury 

evenses =. ye mpeg robe we aa Aug7 Ellison, Ashton under Lyne 
wanp, Many Jane Anne Joist, Avo e rd, Denmark Park July 3 

renee earmOnd bldgs, Gray's ane a ee © 
UNNARD, Jouw Faancis, Mottin ,Kent Aug3t Soames & Co, 

Horcuinsox, Mancaget Bert Herr, Brighton pede 81 Gare, ua my oan 

Jonzs, Janes, Ystrad,Glam, Confectioner Aug6 Davies & Co, Pontypridd 


hompson & Co, Raymond b'dgs, Gray’s | 


Kettaway, Lousta, Poole Aug3l Hewit &Co, Poole _ 
Lewis, Exvizasers, Ferryside, Carmarthen July 31 Harries, Carmarthen 
Linpyer, CuaRtorrs AsHMOsE, Edgbaston, Birmingham Aug 17 Pinsent & Co, 


Birmingham 
Manx, Sir, Jony, Didsbury, Manchester Aug17 Addleshaw & Co, Manchester 
a Longlevens, Glos, General Factor Aug 4 Langley-Smith & Son, 
joucester 
er Louisa, Bedford Court mans July 30 Thompson & Co, Raymond bidgs, 
ray’s inn 
Prexivs, Txomas Eart, Rhyl, Flint Aug17 Nicholson, Market Harborough 
Perry, Georceana, Doynton, Glos Augl Bush & Bu-h, Bristol 
Puicuips, Aucosta, Ashby rd, Canonbury Augié6 J & M Solomon, Finsbury pymt 
Rapcuirre, Lucy Jang, Timueeed Heath July 28 Wil on & Co, Manchester 
Reap, Witttam Geney, A-ton Manor, Birmingh «m, Gas Main [nspector Aug 7 Thomas 
Co, Birminghan 
| Reep, Maecarer, Harlow, Essex 8-pt1 Coulton & Son, King’s Lynn 
Ricaarpson, Fanyy Regina road, Fiasbury pk July 3) Thompson & Co, Raymond 
bidgs, Gray’s ina 

Riepey, Tuomas, Eltham, Kent July 31 Mowll & Mowll, Canterbury 
Rosinson, Grace, Halifax Augi4 Jubb & Co, Halifax 
Saaw, James, JP, Fairfield, Liverpool, Aug3 Read & Brown, Liverpool 
®xerritT, Mary Dororay, Durdham Park, Bristol Aug 17 Gould, Queen Anne at 
Suyvra, Anna Mania Antonra, Inverness terr, Hyde Park Aug5i Gribbles & Co, 
| Bedford row 

Taytor, Ev1zABern Westerx, Silverton, Devon Aug il J &SP Pope, Exeter 
| Vvse, Hareret, Luton, Aug5 Roe,Gray’s inn sq 
Warp, Joun Rosert, Addlestone sSept1 Nisbet & Co. Lincoln's inn fields 
Waite, Hon Mrs Laora Jane, West Eaton pl Aug9 Jonnsoas & Co, New sq 
Wauirteron, Josern, Huddersfield July 31 Sykes, Huddersfielt 
Wi.son, Evtza, High Bentham, Yorks, Aug3 Bradbury, Mancheater 
Waictey, Davin, Lingards Wood, Marsden, nr Huddersfield, July 31 Sykes, Huddersfield 


London Gaz tte.—Fatpay, July 9. 


Atsop, Joun, South Hill Park, Hampstead Aug 9 Alsop, Temple av 

Baitey, Jonny, Dunstable Augil10 singleton, Luton 

BoLoise, Wituiam, Highbury Aug8 Watson, Eildon st 

Bowseman, Sagan, 8t Leonard’s on Sea Aug 10 Slack & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Baamvey, Ropert Bruce, Leicester Aug9 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 

Cannons, Caturnine, Newport, lof W Augi18 Eldridge & Soas, Newport, I of W 

CuampBestatn, Atsert Henry, Grosvenor st, Grosvenor sq Augl Baker & Co, Old 

Bond st, Piccadilly 
eee corm, Frideswide pl, Kentish Town July 16 Wattson, Moorgate Station 
chmbrs 

Cocxsuan-Hoop, Isapetta, Ebury st Aug 9 Blyth & Co, Old Broad st 

Couuins, Caro.ing, Kings Heath, Worcester Aug7 Williams & son, Birmingham 

Cox, Jane Emma, Simpson, Bucks August 16 Morley & Co, Old Broad st 

Craort, Wituiam, Killinghall, Yorks, Architect August 10 Kirby & Son, Harrogate 

| Crook, Epwagp, Thuroham, Lancs August14 Satterthwaite, Lancaster 

Daty, Henry Laurence, Sutherland pl, Bayswater August 20 Folkard, Poultry 

Dawson, Tuomas, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh August 10 Sheehy, Coleman st 

| Dunsray, Epwin, Littlemoor Ashover, Derby Aug 31 Stanton & Walker, Cheste'field 
Waves, Many Avy, Croydon Al t6 Edridge & Newnham, Croydon 

| Eaton, Coagces Pemperron, Milford Haven August 3l Gibbs & Co, Kas cheap 

Evans, Carovine Ayn, Roehampton A t 20 Turner, Brook House, Walbrook 

Franke, Moses, Osborn st, Whitecha August 25 Barrett & Co, Leadenhail st 

Frayks, Saran, Sheffield August3i H & A Maxfield, Sheffield 

Garstiy, Epwarp Caaries, Cromwell rd, Kensington Aug 30 Andrew & Co, Great 





James st, Bedford row , 
| Gitpert, Ricaarp Cooper, Milton under Wychwood, Oxford, Farmer Aug 30 Wilkins 


Toy, Chipping Norton 
Greensitt, CuartoTre Saran, Norfolk sq, Hyde Park Aug 14 Muller & Co, 
Savile row 
Greenatt,, Grorce Witiiam, Portman st, Portman sq Aug 14 Miller & Co, 
Savile row 


| Garcory, James, Lostock, nr Bolton, Farmer Aug?2 Fielding & Fernihough, Bolton 
| Gwys, Wiuttam Rosert Hagcovat, Talbot sq, Hyde Park Aug 19 Radcliffe, The 
| Sanctuary, Westminster Abbey 
Hea, Josepa, Lifton, Devon Aug 23 Hearle, Edgware rd 
| Higatns, Mary, Burslem, Staffs Augi12 Wain & Harris, Burslem 
| ene Fae, Thornton, Bradford, Horse Dealer Sep; 1 Hutchinson & Sons, 
| Bradfo: 
| Howe i, Laura Sasina, Clevedon, Somerset July 31 Day, Bristol 
How anp, Resecca, Porchester gdns, B t Aug 10 Matthews & Co, Cannon st 
| Jackson, Wituram, Edgbaston. Birmingham July 31 Rooke, Birmingham 
| Jopson, Epwarp Percy, Dudley, Worcester, Solicitor August 13 Jobson & Marshall, 





| Dudley 

| a Grorce Heney, Bramah rd, North Brixton August 11 Shaen & Co, Bed- 

| ‘ord row 

| iain, Beene Maartna, Beckenham August 17 Hores & Bathurst, Lincoln's inn 
elds 


Lowe, Cuaries Henry, Rowde Hall, nr Devizes August 20 Radcliffe, Devizes 
McCartay, Jeremtan, Woolwich, Builder July 74 Sampson, Woolwich 
May, Tsomasin Ware Maritpa, Southborough Aug 7 Wardley & So, Tonbridge 
Morais, Joun, Liverpool July 31 Rutherfords, Liverpool 
| Oaxugy, Janz Ann, Dalston Aug9 Dunkerton & Son, Bedford row 
| Parker, Ricaarp Joun, Palace rd, Tulse Hill Park Aug-14 Miller & Co, Savilerow 
| Porrge, Richary McEwan, Victoria rd, Kensington August 2) Richardson, Cannon st 
| Ritey, Henry, Chariton, Kent Septl Watkins, Woolwich 
Russe., Grorce Aurreep, Ealing Aug 6 bg te Lincola’s inn fields 
Sanprorp, Evwarp Ges, Ealing Sept 1 Peake & Co, Bedford row 
Smitn, Avice, Carlton, nr Poulton le Fylde, Lancs July 26 Kay, Blackpool 
&revers, Ropgat Cuamrion, Coulson st, Chelsea Sept 1 Bayley & Jones, Basingstoke 
Srort, Jonny, th, Northumberland, Farmer Aug 7 Brumeil & Sampie, New- 
castle upen Tyne 
Suspee_anp, Saran Harriet, Heyshaw, Lancs Aug 10 Francis Day, c o of Petty, 
Market st, Lancaster 
Txorntos, Exiza Manion, Eastbourne Augil7 Hores, Lincoln's inn fields 
a Georce, Ashburton, Devon, Farmer July 24 Tucker & Son, Ashburton, 
evon 
Turton, Annie Exiza, Crookes, Sheffield Augi6 Branson & Son, Sheffield 
Waker, Artaur, Torquay Sept1 Hadley & Dain, Birmingham 
Warers, Evven Dinan, Alroy rd, Finsbury Park Augi15 hbaildon, Stone b'dgs 
Watkins, Josera. Ryeford, Weston under Penyard, Hereford July31 Walus, Hereford 
Watson, Many. Quorndon, Leicester Aug 9 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 
Wietey, Mary Exizanetn, Edgbaston, Birmingham Aug 9 Botteley & Sharp, 
| Birmingham e 
| Woop, Wixuiam, Keighley, Yorks July 31 Dewhurst. Keighley 
| Wyipz, Wituiam Henry, C MG, Collingham pl Aug6é Dimond & Son, Welbeck st 








Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, July 16. 26 Ord July 13 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Anos, Peecy Jou», Folkestone, Taxicab Dri Cc 
Pet July bag July 14 ae any 
Aaxwaicnt, Huon E, Lewisham High rd, Insurance A 
Greenwich P A 13 ad 


et May17 Ord J Dyer, Tuomas, Northam 


Barrow, James, Prescot, Lancs, Coal Merchant Liverpool 
Pet July 14’ Ord Julyi4 ‘ 
ELL, ALFRep Joun, Swindon, Builder Swindon Pet May 


Coox, Rickagp, Blakenhall, Wolverhampton, Labourer 
Wolverhampton Pet July 14. Ord July 14” 
Crossiey, Jouw Leappeatrse, Shipley, Yorks, Commercial 
Traveller Bradford Pet July13 Ord 7 13 
ton, Archi rtha: 
Pet July 10 Ord July +) ehaeaieaethliens semi 


Fietper, A Parry, Belmont rd. Twickenham, Architect 
Brentford Pet May 12 Ord July 13 

Fietcurr, Joun Wriciam, <a ey Naval Outfitter 
Plymouth Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Guytox, Hanpe., Kippex. Featherstone, Yorks, Coal 
Miner Wakefield Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Hurtcaines, Wiiu1am, Lowestoft, Smack Owner Great 
Yarmouth Pet July 14 Ord July 1¢ 

Jonnstox, ArcarBaLD Wit.iam, Sandwith, Cumberland, 
Farmer Whitehaven Pet July12 Ord July 12 
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piuvsMaN, Hagry Jervary Swetson, Liscard, Cheshire 
Secretary Birkenhead Pet May 20 Ord July 12 

Laxcaipes, Atzo, Brockley rise, Forest Hill, Teacher of 
Tailors’ Cutting Greenwich Pet June24 Ord July 13 

Lerpinctox, WILLIAM, — Salop, Joiner Shrewsbury 
Pet July14 Ord J uly 

Mavyovu, Exizapets V ow oll Balsall Heath , Birmingham, 
Butcher Birmingham Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

Mussett, James Sorron, Thornton Heath, Surrey 
don Pet Jan23 Ord July 13 

Osman, Caaries WitLiam, Romsey, Southampton, Licensed 
Victualler Southampton Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Parrick, AuBEet Josepx, Bridport Bl New North :d, 
Clerk High Court Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

Picxtzs, Mary Awy, Skipton, Yorks, Draper Bradford 
Pet June 30 Ord July 14 

momseee. Tuomas, “ In, Grocer High Court Pet 
May12 Ord Julv1 

Rust, Senry Agno Giicees Levuscaner, Nottin ny 
Cycle Agent Nottingham Pet July12 Ord July 12 

Sraines, Emma, Ennest Poivirmore Stainss, and Dove.as 
STAINES, Penge. Corn Merchants Croydon Pet July 
12 Ord July i2 

SroverigLD, Max, Leeds, Cloth Merchant Leeds Pet June 
23 Ord July i2 

Tarrant, Samugz., Swindon, Refreshment House Keeper 
Swindon Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

Torriz, James Ginson, Newtown, Leeds, Tobacconist Leeds 
Pet July 18 Ord ‘July 13 

Watters, Davin, Treorky, = China Dealer Pontypridd 
Pet July 12 Ord July 1 

Warp, Geoarce, F scwe hg nr Victualler Shrews- 
bury Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

Worrart, Leonarp, Barrow ia Furness, Penis Clerk 
Barrow in Furness Pet Jaly 13 _ July 1 

FIRST MEETING 

Arxweicut, Huex E, Lewisham Bigh rd. Insurance 
Agent July 28 at 11.30 13-, York rd, Westmioster 
Bridge 

Azuavouaiay, Krixor, Moss Side, en Shipper 
July 28at3 Otf Rec, Byrom st, Manches: 

Bowxett, Farperick Groxce, Gloucester, , 
July 24at12 Off Rec, Station 1d, Gloucester 

Baowxtow, Roperr James, Longsight, Manchester, 
Engineer July 26at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Crossury, Junn Leapseatter, Shipley, Yorks, Commercial 
— July 26at 11 Off Rec, 12, Duke st, srad- 

0) 

Deacon, Honiey, Hall Green, Warwick, Manufactur: ra’ 
Agent July 28 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corpora- 
tion st, Brming 

Dyes, Taomas, Northampton, Architect July 24 at 11.15 
Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 

Fou.kes, Hoes GEoRGe, Carnarvon, Grocer July 28 at 3 
Sportsman Hotel, Carnarvon 

Go.psmiTs, STsPHEeNx Gerores, Penshurst, Farmer July 
A = 11.15 CJ Parris’s Offices, 67, High st, Tunbridge 


Croy- 


Green, Joux, Green Heath, Hednesford, Miner July 27 at 
11.380 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Gunton, Hanpag1, Kippax, Yorks, Coal Miner July 26 at 
1 ff Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Hatt, Tom Hanreer, Barrow in Furness, Clerk July 24 at 
11 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 

Haicarrn, J, Aston, Birmingham, Builder = 29 at 12 
Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birming’ 

Henson, Tom, Highbridge, Somerset, Coal Movckect July 
28 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bri-tol 

Hoy, H, Coventry, Baker Jnly 26 at 11 Off Ree, 8, 
High at, Coventry 

Laxcaiper, Ago, Brockley rise, Forest Hill, Teacher of 
Tailor’s Cutting July 28 at12 132, York rd, West- 
minster Bridge 

Lanotos, Stepaen Bexnetr, Staines rd, Hi low, Motor 
Engineer July 26 at 3 "ae Bedford row 

Leprinetox, WILLIAM, Shifnal, Salop, Joiner July 24 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 22, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

Purcuase, Richakp RoBerts, Ryde, I of W, Jeweller 
rid at 3.15 Off Rec, 33a, Holyrood st, Newport, 

or 

Ricuarps, Taomas, Fetter ln, Grocer July 28at11 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

RoapyieHt, REDERIOK James, Lowestoft, Oil Dealer 
July 26 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

oe, er and Freperiox Spurnige, Bournbrook, 

Worcester, Steel Rollers July 29 at 11.30 

chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 








Staines, Emma, Exnest Paitiimore Staines, and Doueias 
andy or apa July 26 at 11,30 182, 


— s Max, 7 io = dio Merchant July 26 at 11 
st, Leed 

Mvssert, j pek SuTTON, _ arm rd, Thornton Heath 
July 26at12 132, York rd. Westminster 

Newsay, WILLIAM Gores, High st, Hounslow, Tobacco 
Dealer July 26at12 14, Bedford row 

Orman, Cuagtes WILLIAM, Romsey, Southampton, Licensed 
Vict Jaly 26 at 12 Off Kec, Midland Bank 
chmbrs, High st, Southam 

Patrick, ALBERT Josxru, at rd, New North rd,Clerk 
Juty 26at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Pearce, Joun, rau, omy | teg, Collier July 26 at3 
Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Paice, Joun, Brick ln, es Baker July 26 at 11 
Bankrup' toy bidgs, Care: 

Tay, Joun om ey easton, , July 31 at 2 10, 
Hammet st, Tauoton 

Tay.or, ALraep, Scarsdale ter, Kensington, Clerk July 
26at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Torriz, James Gissox, Newtown, Leeds, Tobacconist 
July 26 at 11.30 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Watreas, Davin, Treorky, Glam, China Dealer J uly 27 at 
2. Otf Rec, Post Ottice chmbrs, Pontypridd 

bade Geoxras, Shrewsbury, Licensed Victualler July 24 

atl Off Rec, 22, Swan hili, Shrewsbury 

WILLOocKs, Ricaa KD, Truro, G General Dealer July 24 at 12 
Off Ree, Uid Miners Bank, 

Wokrratt, Leonarp, Barrow ia Furness,Clerk July 24 at’ 
11.25 Off Rec, is, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 

ADJUDICATIONS, 


Amos, Percy Joun, pate, Taxicab Driver Canterbury | 
Pet July 14 Ord Jul 

Barrow, James, Prescot, ses, Coal Merchant Liverpool 
Pet July 14 Ord Juiy 14 

Bowkert, Fraepesick Grorer, Gloucester, Shopkeeper 
Gloucester Pet June 2é Ord July 12 

Cook, Kicnarp, Blakenhall, Wolverhampton, Labourer 
Wolverhampton Pea July 14 Ord July 14 

Cross.ey, Joun Leapseatrer, Shipley, Yorks, 7 oe 
Traveller Bradford Pet July 13 Ord July 1 

De Sauiceto, Lure: (Marquis), peng ter, Hyde Park 
High Court Pet keb lo Ord July 13 

Dyrx, Tuomas, Northampton, Architect Northamp:on 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Eyvxys, Rogen a, en cae Oxford Hereford 
Pet Novil Ord July 

Fereussox, Joan onus, Malvern, Worcester, Doctor 
Worcester Pet Nov19 Ord July 13 

Fretoaer, Joan Witiiam, Devonport, Devon, Naval 
Outfitter Plymouth Pet July lu Ord July 10 

Guyton, Hanpe., Kippax, Yorks,Cval Miaoer Wakefield 
Pet July 12 Ord nly 12 

Horcaines, Wituiam, Lowestoft, Smack Owner Great 
Yarmouth PetJuly 14 Ord July 14 

JounstTon, ARCHIBALD WiLtlam, Sandwith, Cumberland, 
Farmer Miliom Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Leprixcrox, WiLL14M, Shifnal, Salop, Joiner Shrewsbury 
Pet July 14 Ord 9g 14 

mes F,8 Wand th Pet June 18 Ord 
ul 

Selene. Joun, Welbeck ct, Kensington High Court Pet 
Feb8 Ord July 14 eh 

Opge.t, ALBert, Blomdeld rd, Maida Vale, Brick Merchant 
High | Court Pet Jumell Ord July iz 

Orman, Cuarctes Wittiam, Romsey, Licensed Victualler 
southampton Pet July 12 Ord Juty lz 

Paraick, ALBeat Jos«Px, Bridport pl, New aaa rd, 
Clerk High Court Pet July 14 Ord July 

Rust, Henry Agno Faepsaick Leuscanse, Ta 
Hairdresser Notungbam Pet July 12 ont July 12 

Sansom, Earnest pgs Wi flice 
Ex, High Court Pet June 18 Ded duty 13 

Szwe.t, eee Ann, Watford High Court Pet June 26 

y 13 
Sitveacock, Gsorcs Faeperick, Hampton Park, Ports- 
tham Grocer Southampton Pet June 








“4 acess New- 
castle on Tyne Pet June 5 Ord 
Sinciair, Jonn Samve., Shards rd. Peckham High Court 
Pet June 10 Ord July 12 
Suge, Rupotr Faispaica “ain Piccadilly, Mineral 
Broker High Court Pet April 23 Ord July 12 





x eee 





TaRRaxT, ee Swindon, Refreshment House Keeper 
Swindon Pet Jaly 13 “Ord July 13 


Tasperes, we we Brighton Edmonton Pet 

‘une 16 

Torriz, James Grsson, Newtown peoaged Leeds, Tobacconist 
Leeds Pet July 13 “Ord daly 18 

Waumiad’ Pet July 12 Ord July — oe) 

Worratt, Leonarp. , Clerk Barrow in 


Barrow io 
Furness Pet July 13, Ord July 13. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 20, 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Bennett, Joszru, Glastonbury, Jeweller Wells Pet July 
7 Ord July 17 

Maurice Avusesy, Donhead St Mary, Wilts, 

zon Builder Salisbury Pet July 15 Ord Julv 16 

vase, Huon, K Kenfig Hill, Glamorgan, Draper Card ff 

Pet July 15 Ord hang 4s 
tf Ratru, Portsmouth, Draper Portsmouth 

uly . Ord July 16 

Oe... 8 E, & Co, Latimer rd. Notting Hull, Batchers’ 
Supply Stores High Court Pet May 26 Ord July 6 

Goopman, Hewny, Markhamaeq, Chelsea High Court Pet 
June 22 Ord July 16 

Hai, Georer, en Fishmonger Great Grimsby Pet 
July 12 Ord J 

Haasovur, Jauzs, Hampton, Butcher Kingston, Surrey 
Pet June 29 Ord Jul 

Harcreaves, Josrru a. Crewe, Clothier’s M .nager 
Hanley Pet July 16_ Ord July 16 

| Harrineton. Wittiam Hersert, Church st, Kensington, 
Dyer High Court ~2 June 23 Ord July 16 


Burpey, 
Ww 


Fase os. 


| eaves, Watran Faspenic K, Beaconsfield, Builder Ayles- 

bury Pet June16 Ord 3 July 16 

| Hispeat, Capt Tae Barnstaple Barnstaple 

Pet Juoe18 Ord Jul 

Hoop, Atragp, Colworth Ly “Levtonstooe, Essex, Builder 

Court Pet April29 Ord a 

Hopkins, Harry Wituiam. sony. = ucks, Nurseryman 

Aylesbury Pet J gta BS, de By 

Joz.t, Samuz., Gravel In cundediveh Fruit Salesman 

High Court Pet June e Ord July 16 

Joxzs, Joux Paice, Lianberis, Carnarvon, Boot Maker 

Pet July 16 Ord July 16 

Lasrrsonx, SoLomon Myer, Manchester, Draper Manchester 

Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

Livesey, ALFarp James, Btrand, Solicitor High Court Pet 

May 26 Ord July 15 

Mawntox, Josepa, Wolverton, Boot Dea'er Northampton 

Pet July 15 Ord Aen 4 15 

Murray, James Carlisle, Shoemaker Carlisle 

Pet July 18 Ord July 16 

Nosiz, Tuomas Epwix, Kingston npon Well, Provision 

— Kingston upon Hull Pet July 16 Ord 

iy 1 

PaILuirs, % Some, un, Barnes, Pablican Wandsworth 

Pet Junei5 Ord Jaly 15 

or: boy ae ond dale 2b Joiner Kingston upon 

a July 5 Senseaee, Sheffield Pet 
July 15 = eae 15 

Ripspate, Bradford, Rag enews Manager 
Bradford "Pet July 15 Ord on ey 

Rosson. Janet, North etal Broker Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet July 15 Ond ‘July 15 

—— Axtaur, Great Grimsby, Carter Great Grimsby 

Pet Julyi« Ord July 14 

Suerrixip, Grorce Wit.iamM, Mossley Hill, Lancs, Com- 
me Traveiler —— Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

a Se Tuomas, Burnley Burnley Pet July 14 

y 
a —— Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet July15 Ord 
ly li 

Met ~ 5 & Co, Jewin st High Court Pet Jame 23 

WHEELER, i South Norwood, Confectioner Croydon 
Pet July 16 Ord July lo 

Wootwer, Huan, Salisbury ames, London wall High 
Court Pet June 16 uid July 8 

Woreax, Wiiu14m, , Glam, Boot Maker Cardiff « 
Pet June 30 Ord July 16 


Woers, Harry Caawrorp, Athol Park, Sunderland, Com- 
mission Agent Sunderland Pet July 16 Ord July 1d 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
mer Emity, ites, | Straw Has Manufacturer July 28 
ati2 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


MoOoORGATSE 


FUND, LIMITED. 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 


SrRsaaTr, LOnNDPonm, 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 








Upwards of 650 Appeais to 


essions have been conducted under the 
direction aa “eareien of the Corporation. 


SPECIALISTS | IN, ALL LICENSING | MATTERS. 








Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 


On application. 
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Barrow, James, Prescott, Lancs, Coal Merchant July 30 
atll Off Rec, 36, Victoria st, Liverpool , 
Buapex, Maurice Avusery, Donhead St Mary, Wilts, | 
Waggon Builder July 29 at 12.30 Off Reo, City chmbrs, | 
Catherine st, Salisbury | 

Fietcuss, Jonn Witwiam, Devonport, Naval Outfitter | 
July 28 at12 11, St Aubyn st Devonport | 

Grover, 8 E, & Co, Latimer rd, Notting Hill, Butchers’ | 
Supply Stores July 28 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, | 
Careyst . 

Goopman, Henry, Markham sq, Chelsea July 30 at 2.30 | 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st | 

Hatt, Groncs, Brigg, Fishmonger Aug 5 at 10.50 Off | 
Rec, 8t Mary’s chmbrs, Gt Grimsby | 

Hassos, James, Broad In, Hampton, Butcher July 29 at | 
12 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge | 

Harpy, Henry, Bath, Lodging House Keeper July 28 at | 
11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol | 

Haznereaves, Joseru Artuur, Crewe, Ciothier’s Manager 
July 28ac 3 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs | 

Haraiscroy, Wi1u1Am Hexsert, Church st, Kensington, | 
Dyer July 3vat11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st | 

Hoop, Atreep, Colworth rd, Leytonstone, Builder July 28 | 
atl ptey bidgs, Carey st 

Jozt, Samvuer, Gravel In, Houndsditch, Fruit Salesman 
July 284t12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Jones, :James, Clocaenog, Denbigh, Farmer 

2. Castle Hotel, Ruthin 

Lewis, THomas, Whitchurch, nr Cardiff, Draper July 28 
at 3 Off Rec, 17, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

Livesxy, Atrrep James, Strand, Solicitor July 23 at 11 | 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Manton, Joszrrx, Wolverton, Bucks, Boot Dealer July 28 | 
at 11.80 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton | 

Mirtwarp, Wituiam, and WittiAmM MeErxEpiTHs, Man- | 
chester, Athletic Outtitters July 29 at 3 Off Ree, | 
Byrom st, Manchester 

Puivurrs, Grorer, jun, Barnes, Publican July 29 at 11.30 | 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Pickxixs, Mary Asn, Skipton, Yorks, Draper July 30at 11 
Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

Ripspate, Harny. Bradtord, Rag Merchant's Manager 
July 29 at 10 Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford | 

Roreon, Janet, North Sheild», Metal Broker July 28 at 12 
Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on T 

Rust, Henry Agwo FREDERICK Levscaner, Nottingham, 
Hairdresser July 28at11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park | 
st, Nottingham . | 

Sugrrie.p, Gxrorce Wittiam, Mossley Hill, Lance, Com- | 
mercial Traveller July 30 at 11.30 Off Rec, 36, | 
Victoria st, Liverpool 

Swauxs, Joan, Leeds, Butcher July 28at11 Off Rec, 24, 
Bond st, Leed 


. 8 

Vintexz,P, & Co, Jewinst July 29 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bidgy, Carey st 

Waerrtrs, Harry, South Norwood, Confectioner July 30 
at 1130 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Witiiams, Wittiam, Tyddyn Adda, Liunddanielfab, 
iaeuey, Farmer July 28 at 12.30 british Hotel, 

gor 

Woornex, Huan, Salisbury House, London wall July 29 

at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


July 29 at 














MP\O CAPITALISTS, FINANCIAL 

AGENTS and Others,—A sum of about £5,000 is 
required on the security of Debentures in a first-class 
estabtished commercial uncertaking to be used entirely 
for the henefit of the concern ; or a working Directorship 
would be arranged for anyone possessing engineering 
knowledge and willing to take an active part in the 
basiness ; bankers’ ana solicitors’ references.— Write, in 
first instance, to Fiwanor, care of Reyneil’s Adveitise- 
ment Offices, 44, Cbancery-lane, W.C. 


LAY STUDENT desires to live as a paying 

guest in a lawyer’s family, to learn Engli-h social 

life and legal practices; Bayswater or neighbourtood 

| erring 4 — Lex, Box 396, “ Solicitors’ Journal and 
eekly Reporter,” 27, Chancerr-lane, W.C. 








ENTLEMAN, Public School Man and 
Professional Associate of furveyors’ Institntion, 
desres a Partnership in « well-established Firm of 8u- 
ore, &c.; advertiser, who has haa about ten years very 
able technical experience, and at present holds a 
position of responribility in the City of London, would 
give as referees professional nam’s vf the higher t possible 
repute; accountant’s investigation would be required,— 
Z., care of Hooper & Batty, 15, Walbrook, London, 





| ripe for develop Fy 


Parchment, 1s. 64. to 3s. 6d. per skin. 
KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.O, 


FFICES.—Three rooms and strong room 

to Let in a fine building in Lincoln’s-inn-fields ; 

electric light, lift, heating apparatus, hot water, &c.— 

Apply, Messrs. Pripircs, 2, Pall-mail East, 8.W.; or at 
63, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 


J}REEHOLD HOUSE and ESTATE near 

London, with 76, 38, 22, or 14 acres, to be SOLD; 

t; good d d tor small houses; 

facing tram route; between two railway stations with 

cheap workmen’s and sesson tickets to town.—For par- 
ticulars apply to Szaronrts, 9, Salisbury-square, E.C. 


£30 000 Required at 3} on Valuable 
’ Freehold Estate near London.—Apply, 
Occupti&«, 9, Salisbury-equare, E.C. 
TO SOLICITORS AND OTHERS. 
Re Mesers. W. & H. P. SHARP. 
ESSRS. E, F. TURNER & SONS, of 
115, Leadenhall-street, London, E.C., have ia their 
postession certain Deeds, original Wills, and other papers 
formerly in the custody of Messrs, W. H, P. sharp, 
Solicitors, of 92, Gresham House, E.C., who ceased to 
carry on business some twenty years ago. Anyone 
having reason to think that any documents of importance 
to him may be among the above is requested to cc i 
cate with Messrs. E. F. Turner & Sons. 


qsey EL LOGIE LYONS, Deceased.— 

Anyone having knowledge of any Wi!l made by this 
Gentleman between the years 1849 and 1879 is requested 
to communicate with Messrs. Gitt & Busu, Solicitors, 
3, Miles’s Buildings, Bath. 


AW.— GREAT SAVING.— For prcmp 
Li payment 25 per cent. will be taken off the iollown 























writing 
A Copied ni sheet. 
Briefeand Drafts — 3 8 ber 90 folios. 
Deeds Round Hand es, we O 2 per folio. 
Deeds Abstracted ove oe. 2 O per sheet. 
Full Copi 02 


es ou oon ée folio. 
PAPER.—Foolscap, 14. per sheet; Draft, ad. ditt. ; 





LONDON GAZETTE (published py authority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—No. 34, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
STREET, LONDON. 

HENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 

to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 


to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of 
fifty years in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, 


| &c., and to solicit their continued support. — N.B. 


Forms, Gratis, for Statutory Notices to Creditors and Dis- 
solutions of Partnership, with necessary Declaration. 
File of ‘London Gazette” kept for free reference. By 
appointment. 


BRAND’S 
ESSENCE 


BEEF, 


ALSO OF 


CHICKEN, MUTTON, and VEAL, 
INVALIDS. 


Price Lists of Invalid Preparations free on 
application to 


BRAND & CO., Ltd.. MAYFAIR, W. 











The Oldest Insurance 


Office in the World. 
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BP FIRE OFFICE 
FOUNDED 1710, 
Heap Orrice: 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C. 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 


a EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and) PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
7 WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, | SICKNESS and DISEASE 


—— including ACCIDENTS TO | FIDELITY GUARANTEE, 


Copayd from Policy daced 17% 


Lew Courts Branch : 


DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
A, W. COUSINS, 


BURGLARY, 


Distriet Manager. 


UNIVERSITY OF BIRMINGHAM, 


FACULTY OF MEDICINE, 


Associated with the General and Queen's 
Hospitals for Clinical Teaching. 





SCHOOL OF DENTISTRY, 


In conjunction with the Birmingham Dental 
Hospital. 





THE WINTER SESSION OPENS OCTOBER 4th, 1909 





The University grants Degrees in Medicine, 
Surgery. and Public Health, and a Diploma in 
Public Health ; aiso Degrees and a Diploma in 
Dental Surgery. 

The Courses of Instruction are arranged to 
meet the requirements of other Universities 
and Licensing Bodies. 

For Prospectus and farther information 
apply to 

GILBERT BARLING, M.Sce., F.R.C.S., 
Dean. 


ST. JOHN’S HOSPITAL 
FOR DISEASES OF THE SKIN (incorporated), 


LEICESTER SQUARE, W.C. 
and UXBRIDGE ROAD, W. 


President: THE EARL OF CHESTERFIELD. 
Treasurer: GUY PYM, Esq. 








Number of patients weekly, 800. 
Help in Legacies and Donations 
towards the Purchase of Freehold 
would be gratefully acknowledged. 


£7,500 required. 


8 y-Superintendent, GEO. A. ARNAUDIN, 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS, 
A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and 

Text-books always on Sale. 
Libraries Valued or Purchased. 














3, Bream’s Bulidings, Chancery Lane, E.0, 


Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. 


on Se - 


Every uisite under the above Act supplied on the 
shortest notice. . 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for a 
8 Cestivicates, Desentunzs, &c. ved 
guatel. OrrictaL SEALS designed and enone, 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO,, 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c. 
49, FLEET ee Oe E.C, (corner of 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 








Telephone: 602 Holbora. 
EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 
Founpep m Tas Reiax oy Wiuiam & Many, 1689. 
ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 


To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


LEVBB SUITS IN CLOTH & VBLVBT. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Ooroners. 
CORPORATION $¢ UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


\ 93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON 
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